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RESPONSE TO OBSERVATIONS

NI\NP

1. Introduction

ThIS document provIdes the responses of Balllnlee Green Energy LImIted and Malachy Walsh and Partners (MWP)

(the design, plannIng and envIronmental assessment consultants on thIS proJect) to the submissions receIved on

the proposed Balllnlee WInd Farm appIIcatIon (ACP-323780-25) ThIS document provIdes a summary of the
observatIons received from PrescrIbed BodIes and from members of the pUbIIC (Section 2). Thereafter the

responses are provided to key issues raIsed WhICh were deemed to requtre a response. These have been grouped

under responses to ISSues raIsed by PrescrIbed BodIes (Section 3), and issues raIsed by members of the pUbIIC

Section 4) A conclUSIon IS InclUded in Section 5

The responses to the issues raIsed have been completed by Balllnlee Green Energy Ltd. and MWP, with

contrIbutIons from Woodrow APEM. Synergy EnvIronmental LimIted, Macroworks, Enfonlc, Al BrIdges and

Laurence Dunne Archaeology

A number of the querIes raIsed in the submISSIons have already been addressed in the EIAR, NIS and plannIng

appIIcatIon dOCumentatIon. Therefore, where possIble relevant reference IS made to the appIIcable appIIcation
documents

2. Summary of Responses Received

2.1 Observations Received from Prescribed Bodies

SIX (6 no.) observatIons were receIved from the fOllOWIng authorItIes: Limerick CIty & County COuncIl (LCCC),

Department of Health, Safety and the EnvIronment (HSE), Development AppIIcations UnIt (DAU) (HerItage),

Department of Defence (DoD), Transport Infrastructure Ireland (TII) Dept. of Transport and the Irish AviatIon
AuthorIty (IAA). These are responded to in Section 3

2.2 Submissions from the Public

Three hundred and ten (310 no.) submISSIons were received from the pUbIIC. These were almost exclUSIvely from

resIdents. Following a systematIC revIew of these observatIons it was found that VISual ImpaCt, noise and

VIbratIOns, ecology, shadow fIICker, traffIC, human health, and water were the maIn querIes raIsed, alongsIde
querIes regardIng pUbIIC consultatIon/engagement, in order to avoid repetItIOn, Section 4 groups together SImilar

ISSues and provIdes a response on a thematIC basIS, rather than provIdIng a response to each IndivIdual
submISSIon

3. Responses to Issues Raised by Prescribed Bodies

3.1 Conditions required by Prescribed Bodies

Table 3-1 outIInes the conditions proposed by the prescrIbed bOdIes and responses to these

22635-€(XJ6 February 2026
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4. Responses to Issues Raised by Members of the Public

4.1 General Response to Issues raised by Local Residents

VISual impact, noise and vibrations, ecology, shadow flicker, traffIC, human health, and water, alongside queries
In relatIOn to pUbIIC consultatIon/engagement were the main issues raIsed throughout the submissions from local
resIdents, The subsections which follow provIde responses to the key questIons raised. These deal with a broad

spectrum of querIes raIsed (i.e. VISual, shadow fIICker, traffic, cultural heritage and ecological)

in order to avoid repetitIon, the appIIcant has not responded IndIvidually to each of the indIvidUal submissIons

but have Instead grouped together SImIlar issues and provIded a response on a thematIc basis.

Almost all the issues raIsed were fully and systematically assessed in the EIAR, in compliance WIth the specific
requIred Impact assessment methods specifIed in the various natIonal and European EIA guideIInes and other

dIrectIves. WhIle pre-mitigation effects were identified, the EIAR and CEMP includes a varIety of mitigation
measures that will ensure that the post-mItigatIon residual effects are mInImised and not significant,

4.2 PubIIc Consultation / CommunIty Engagement

A number of observers in submISsions to An Colmlsl0n Plean61a raIsed querIes regarding communIty engagement

and pUbIIC consultatIon carrIed out in respect of the proposed Balllnlee WInd Farm development. Many
submltters stated that they had receIved IImIted or no dIrect notIfIcatIon of the project, and that opportunities

for meanIngfUl dlatogue between the developer and the local community were InsuffICIent. These querIes centred

on the absence of open pUbIIC meetIngs despite requests from community representatIves, reIIance on IndivIdual
appoIntment.only “consultatIon cIInICS," and a consultatIon tImeIIne that observers consIdered too short and

InItIated only after key design decISIons had already been made. In the view of these observers, such practIces

restrIcted transparent and collective dISCUSSIon of the project’s potential Impacts and dId not allow community
feedback to genuInely inform project desIgn or mitigatIon measures.

The queries raised by a number of observers regarding the adequacy of public consultation and community
engagement in respect of the proposed Balllnlee WInd Farm are noted. However, when assessed agaInst the
dOCumentatIon submitted WIth the plannIng appIIcation, these queries are not supported by the evIdence
contaIned WIthIn the EIAR.

RESPONSE

Chapter 1 (IntroductIon), Section 1.4.3, and in partICUlar Section 1.4.3.2, together WIth Appendix IB (Stakeholder

ConsultatIon and Responses) and Appendix IC (Community Engagement Report) of the EIAR, clearly set out the
scope, timIng and nature of the publtc consultatIon and engagement actIvIties undertaken by the applicant prior

to the submISSIon of the planning application. These sectIons demonstrate that multiple rounds of structured,
proactive and accessible community engagement were carried out over an extended period.

The EIAR confirms that consultation was not IImIted to a SIngle engagement method, but instead comprised a
range of complementary measures, InclUding public notices, direct written communication, door-to-door

engagement. individual meetings, communIty consultatIon clinics, and ongoing opportunities for dialogue. This
multI-layered approach was designed to maximise accessibility for local residents and stakeholders and to

facIIItate both indIVIdual and collective engagement

2263S-H>06 23 February 2026
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In thIS regard, the Community Engagement MIlestones detailed in Appendix IC (CommunIty Engagement Report)

of the El AR and IllUstrated in Figure 6 of that appendIX) set out a clear and chronologIcal record of consultatIon
actIVItIes, InclUdIng

• the launch of a dedicated project website with contact details for the communIty team;

advance newspaper advertisement announcing the commencement of community engagement;

• dIrect contact WIth elected representatIves at nationat and local level;

written notifIcatIon to households WIthIn 1 km of the project;

• door-to-door visits to local resIdents;

addItional in-person consultations at residences upon request

two rounds of communIty consultation cIInics held at a local venue; and

ongoIng engagement WIth resIdents, communIty groups and representatIves by phone, emaIl and in

person

For ease of reference, the prIncIpal consultation actIVItIes are summarised below

Table 4-1: SummarY of Principal Consultation Activities

DescriptIon of /kttvttyDate

18th September 2025

23-1 May 2025 Project WebSIte Launched www.balllnleeRreenenerRy.ie WIth contact detaIls for the CommunIty Team

28th May 202S
Advf'rt15ernent pubIIShed in tFle LImerIck Leader newspaper announcIng the commencement of

lgtlgt ' mr IItornrrlunlty

30d' May 2025
All local representatIves, InclUdIng TDs and COuncIllors. were contacted in relatIon to the project

proposals VIa phone and emaIl

30th May 2025 Letter and Ledflet posted to households WIthIn lkm of the proIect

17h - 19t- June 2025 Door-to door VISItS to all resIdents WIthIn lkm of the project

June & July 2025

6t- August 2025 InvItatIon to CommunIty ConsultatIon CIInICS posted to all households WIthIn lkm of the prolect

26th & 27'1’ August 2025 Cornrnul\Ity Consultat\on (-llnlc\ held by appoIntment in the Dettbert Hotel, Kllnl.rllork. Co Ltnlt'rtt k

Second Round of CommunIDr ConsultatIon CIInICS held by appoIntment in the DeebeR Hotel

Ongoing
Engdgement vnth resIdents. communIty group', and local representatIves in person. and via phone ,ind

In relatIon to querIes that consultatIons were appoIntment-based rather than open public meetIngs, it IS noted

that the approach adopted enabled focused, one-to-one engagement, allowing residents to dISCUSS SIte-specifIC

concerns in detaIl with the project team. ThIS format does not preclude transparency, nor does it undermIne the

22635-6006 24 February 2026
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legitImacy of the consultatIon process, partICUlarly where it IS supplemented by wrItten materIals, door-to-door

engagement, and ongoIng avaIlability of a dedIcated communIty IIaISon offIcer

It is also noted that all observers who have querIed the consultatIon process were clearly aware of the proposed

development and exercIsed their statutory right to participate fully in the plannIng process by making submissions
to An Colmlsldn Pleandla. ThIS further demonstrates that the consultatIon strategy was effectIve in dissemInatIng

Information about the project and facilitating public participatIon

Balllnlee Green Energy has confIrmed its contInued commItment to meaningful, transparent and ongoIng
communIty engagement, both durIng the plannIng process and, if consent is granted, throughout the constructIon
and operatIonal phases of the development. ResIdents and stakeholders are encouraged to engage WIth the

project team VIa the dedIcated communIty IIaISon offIcer, by phone or email, or through the project webSIte on

www.balIInleegreenenergy.ie

In summary, the El AR demonstrates that pUbIIC consultatIon for the proposed development was extensIve,

propOrtIOnate and consistent WIth best practIce, and that it went well beyond statutory minimum requIrements
Any assertion that consultatIon was Inadequate, tokenlstic or commenced only after key decIsions had been made

is therefore not borne out by the evIdence submItted with the applicatIon

4.3 Setback Distances

A number of observers in third-party submissions to An Colmlsldn Plean51a raised querIes regardIng the setback

dIstances between the proposed turbines and nearby resIdentIal properties as part of theIr obJectIons to the
Ballinlee WInd Farm. These submISsions generally expressed the view that the proxImIty of large-scale turbines

to homes would gIve rise to unacceptable Impacts on resIdentIal amenIty, health and quaIIty of IIfe, and that
greater separation dIstances should therefore be required. Several observers contended that the proposed
setbacks were InsuffIcient by reference to what they descrIbed as internatIonal best practIce or alternatIve

guIdeIIne standards and argued that turbines of the proposed scale should not be located in close proximIty to
exIstIng dwellings

In this regard, submissIons stated that the proposed turbInes could be located withIn approxImately 500 m of
homes, WhICh they consIdered to be " for below internationally recommended setback distances (often 1–2 km or

more) to mitigate health and amenity impacts." These submISsions suggests that fIxed minimum setback dIstances
of thIS magnitude should apply, irrespective of SIte-specIfic assessment, turbIne design, or compIIance WIth

appIIcable IrIsh planning guIdance

SImIlarly, submissIons referred to provISIons WIthIn the Wind Energy Development GuideIInes (2006). asserting

that "no turbines taller than 30 metres be located less than 7.5 times its height from a dwelling,” and further
contended that such guIdance should preclude the SIting of turbines with a tIP heIght of approxImately 160 m in

proxImity to homes. These submISSIons interpret earIIer guIdeIIne references as imposlng a restrictive separatIon

standard and argues that turbInes of modern scale should therefore not be located near resIdentIal propertIes.

Other submISsions referred to what they consIdered to be outdated guIdance and contended that the Draft
Revised Wind Energy Development Guidelines (2019) should Instead be applied. In thIS context, reference was

made to the draft provisIon for a setback distance equal to four times the tip height of the relevant wind turbIne
between each turbIne and the nearest poInt of the curtIlage of any residentIal property, subject to a mandatory

minimum setback of 500 m from that residentIal property.

Taken together, these submISSIons reflect a concern among some observers that the proposed development does

not provIde adequate separatIon between turbInes and dwelIIngs, and that greater setback dIstances should be

appIIed as a matter of prIncIple. These concerns are generally framed by reference to perceIved lnternatlonal
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norms or InterpretatIons of hIstorIC or draft guIdance, rather than by reference to detailed technical assessment
of noIse, shadow fIICker, VISual impact, and compIIance with the applicable Irish planning framework

The queries raised by thIrd-party observers in relation to setback dIstances are noted. However, these queries are

not supported when considered in the context of the applicable Irish planning framework and the detailed design
and assessment undertaken WIthIn the EIAR for the proposed development.

RESPONSE

As set out in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.2 of the EIAR, the proposed Balltnlee WInd Farm has been desIgned and
assessed in accordance with the WInd Energy Development GuIdelines (2006), WhICh remain the statutory

guidance currently in force. The El AR explicitly acknowledges the exIstence of the Draft Revised Wind Energy

Development GuIdelines (2019) and confIrms that, while these draft guidelines have not yet been adopted, their

provISIons have nevertheless been consIdered as part of the assessment process. In this regard, the EIAR states'

“The proposed development has been designed and assessed in compliance with the Wind Energy Planning

Guidelines (2006). The Draft Revised Guidelines (2019) contain changes to the guidelines for noise, setback

distances, shadow flicker and community consultation/dividend provision, but these have not yet come into force.

Whilst the revisions are considered in this report, the proposed development is designed and assessed against the

current Guidelines in place.

NotwithstandIng theIr draft status, the El AR demonstrates that the proposed development meets the setback

prIncIples set out in the Draft RevIsed WInd Energy Development GuIdeIInes (2019). These draft guIdeIInes

require, for VISual amenIty purposes, a setback dIstance equal to four times the turbine tip height between each
turbIne and the nearest poInt of the curtIlage of any resIdentIal property, subJect to a minimum mandatory

setback of 500 metres, and further subject to compIIance with the proposed noise limIts. ThIS approach has been

systematIcally appIIed to the layout of the proposed WInd farm. As confIrmed in Chapter 3, Table 3-2 of the EIAR,
a setback distance of 640 metres (4 x 160 m) has been applied for turbines Tl–TS and T7–T17, and 600 metres

(4 x 150 m) for T6, in accordance with the draft guIdeIIne methodology. The EIAR confIrms that:

'This setback is achieved at the proposed development. There are no existing residential dwellings within 640 m

of Tl–TS and T7–T17 and within 600 m of T6."

AccordIngly, the assertIon by certaIn observers that turbInes are proposed at dIstances materIally below
recommended guidance, or that fIxed setbacks of 1–2 km should apply as a matter of prInciple, IS not supported
by either current IrIsh plannIng pOIICy or the provisions of the Draft Revised GuIdelines (2019)

In addItIon, querIes regardIng safety-related setbacks are addressed through compIIance WIth draft guIdeIIne

requIrements for separatIon from pUbIIC Infrastructure. As outlined in Section 3.5.1.4 of the El AR, setback

dIstances from natIonal and regIonal roads have been appIIed in accordance with the Draft RevIsed GuIdeIInes

(2019), which specIfy a distance equal to the turbine height plus 10%. The EIAR confirms that setback distances

of 176 m (for 160 m turbInes) and 165 m (for 150 m turbInes) from pUbIIC roads have been Incorporated Into the

proposed layout

Overall, the EIAR demonstrates that setback dIstances at the proposed Balllnlee WInd Farm have been carefully

consIdered, and are poIIcy-led, and proportIonate, takIng account of both the statutory 2006 GuIdeIInes and the

emerging best-practIce framework set out in the Draft Revised Guidelines (2019). The proposed development

therefore does not rely on arbItrary or outdated separatIon standards, but Instead reflects a SIte.specIfIC desIgn
Informed by contemporary guidance and supported by detaIled technIcal assessment, InclUdIng noise, shadow

fIICker, landscape and VISual Impact evaluatIon.
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4.4 Future Development

A number of observers in thIrd-party submISsions to An Coimlsl0n Plean61a expressed querIes about the potentIal

Impacts of the proposed Balllnlee WInd Farm on local property values and the future development prospects of
theIr propertIes and rural communItIes. Many submltters stated that the SItIng of large turbInes in close proxImity

to homes would, in theIr view, reduce residential amenIty, make propertIes more diffICUlt to sell, and materIally

devalue their prIncIpal fInancial assets. Some observers also IInked these economic Impacts to WIder
socIoeconomic uncertaInty for famIIIes and local landholdlngs, InclUdIng effects on local IIveIIhOOds and
community sustainability if properties became harder to sell or develop,

To support querIes about property devaluatIon reference was made to an IrIsh workIng paper pubIIShed by the

Centre for Economtc Research on InclusIVIty and SUstaInabIlity (CERIS), WInd Turbines and House Prices Along the

West of Ireland: A Hedonic PricIng Approach (GIllespie & McHale, 2023)

RESPONSE

The presence of a WInd farm does not automatIcally preclude future hOUSIng development in Ireland. PlannIng
authorities assess housing applicatIons on theIr own merits, based on current plannIng pOIICy, local development

plans, and technIcal standards, not on the existence of a nearby WInd farm NatIonal guIdance, InclUding the WInd

Energy Development GuIdelines 2006 and the draft revIsed 2019 guIdeIInes, set minimum requIrements for

turbIne setbacks, noise, and shadow fIICker relative to exIstIng dwelIIngs, but these guIdelines are desIgned to

protect the amenIty of exIsting homes rather than to block future development.

Preclusion of Future Development -

( https.//www.gov.ie/en/department -of-hOUSIng-lOcal-government -and-herItage/pubIIcations/WInd-energy-

development -guideIInes-2CX)6/ ),

(https://www.gov.ie/en/department-of-hOUSIng-lOcal-government -and-herItage/pubIIcatIons/draft-revIsed-

WInd-energy-development-guidelines-december-2019/)

If a hOUSIng proposal is submItted near an operatIonal WInd farm, the plannIng authorIty would assess the
appIIcation agaInst relevant plannIng crIterIa, InclUdIng noIse IImIts, VISual Impact, access, and safety. ProvIded
the proposed house meets these crIterIa, there is no legal or poIIcy-based restrIctIon preventIng ItS construction

While a developer might need to consIder the practIcal ImpIIcatIons of proxImity to turbines (e.g, , amenIty, noise,

or shadow fIICker), these issues are technIcal consideratIons rather than an outright barrIer. In practIce, many
areas in Ireland successfully have hOUSIng located WIthIn a few hundred meters of operational WInd farms.

In short, the exIstence of a WInd farm is not a statutory impedIment to future hOUSIng development. Any
suggestIon that a WInd farm “locks out" future hOUSIng is speculatIve and not supported by natIonal plannIng
pOIICy or An Coimlsldn Plean61a practIces. The proper approach IS for each hOUSIng application to be assessed on

ItS merIts at the tIme it IS made. takIng Into account the operatIonal WInd farm’s compIIance with plannIng and
envIronmental standards.

In addItion, personal preference or a general desIre not to IIve in an area IS not a materIal plannIng consIderatIon

and cannot be used to determIne a plannIng appIIcation. The objection does not identIfy any specIfIC planning

harm or provide evidence to demonstrate adverse impacts arISIng from the proposal

Section 5.4.1.1 of Chapter 5 of the El AR addressed the issue of property devaluation associated with WInd energy

development That section reviews the avaIlable evIdence base and concludes that there is no substantiated basis

for WIdespread or systemattc property value Impacts arising from WInd farm developments. The fOllOWIng text

provIdes cross-referenclng context and supplementary InformatIon where relevant.

Property Devaluation
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In the absence of any substantIve, peer revIewed IrIsh studIes on the effect of WInd farms on property values,

recent studIes from the United States and Scotland are considered. The largest study of the impact of wind farms
on property values was carrIed out in the UnIted States. ' The Impact of WInd Power Projects on Residential

Property Values in the UnIted States; A multiSite Hedonic Analysis’, December 2009, was carried out by the

Lawrence Berkley National Laboratory (LBNL) for the U.S Department of Energy. It concluded that “ no evidence
was found that home prices surrounding wind facilities are consistently, mea surably, and significantly affected by

either the view of wind facilities or the distance of the home to those focilities"

The study was updated by Lawrence Berkeley NatIonal Laboratory (LBNL) who published a further paper entitled

A SpatIal Hedonic Analysis of the Effects of Wind Energy Facilities on Surrounding Property Values in the United

States" , in August 2013. It concluded that no statIstIcal evIdence was found that “home prices nea r wind turbines

were affected in either the post-construction or post announcement/pre-construction periods"

A more recent study published by Climate Exchange in October 2016 tItled 'lmpact of wind TurbInes on House

Prices in Scotland' concluded that there was “ no evIdence of a consistent negative effect on house prices". Taking

these studIes Into consIderatIon, it IS not antICIpated that the proposed development WIll have any detrImental

effect on the local property values.

More recently, an Irish working paper pubIIShed by the Centre for Economic Research on InclusIvity and
SUstaInabIlity (CERIS), Wind Turbines and House PrIces Along the West of Ireland: A Hedonic Pricing Approach

(GillespIe & McHale, 2023), examIned listed house prices across seven western counties, The study identified a

statIstIcally SIgnIfIcant reduction in listed prIces WIthIn Cb1 km of turbInes; however, it also reported no SIgnIfIcant

effects beyond 1 km, noted that the clOsest-dIstance sample was small and not representative of broader market

conditions, and observed that any detected effect dImInIShed over tIme. The fIndings were therefore descrIbed

by the authors as highly IOcaIIsed and context-specific.

Taking the totaIIty of the evidence into account, InclUding IrIsh, UK, Scottish and International studies, there IS no

robust or generaIIsed evidence of consIstent property devaluatIon arISIng from WInd farm developments. Where
effects have been reported, they are IImIted in spatial extent, dimInish with dIstance and time. and are not

reflective of broader housing market behavIOur

AccordIngly. and consistent with the assessment presented in Section 5.4.1.1 of the EIAR, it IS not antICIpated that

the Proposed Development will result in any material or widespread Impact on local property values. As set out

elsewhere in Chapter 5, the Proposed Development IS assessed as likely to result in neutral, IOcaIIsed, short-term

effects of lmperceptlbte SIgnIficance on populatIon and settlement patterns durlng the constructIon phase

4.5 Noise & Vibration

Local resIdents have raIsed multIple and specIfic queries about noise and VIbratIon Impacts associated with the

proposed Balllnlee Wind Farm. Many submISSIons draw on InternatIonal health guIdance and peer-revIewed

research to questIon whether the EIAR’s noise assessment adequately addresses the scale, character and
real.world Impacts of turbIne noIse. An example of one of the comments stated that turbInes placed as close as
852 m from homes could generate low-frequency noise and lnfrasound IInked to sleep disturbance, stress. anxIety

and other health Impacts, referencIng the World Health OrganIzatIon’s EnvIronmental NoIse GuIdeIInes as a

benchmark for health protectIon. A simIlar comment IIStS noise and low-frequency emissions as core grounds of
obJectIon. Other observers express fear of noIse pollutIon and assocIated shadow fIICker degradIng rural amenIty,

whIle a separate observer note that WIth 16 turbInes WIthIn 2.5 km, they are “ guaranteed to he affected by noise

and infra noIse" , lamentIng the replacement of natural soundscapes with a constant hum. A further comment

poInts out that constant turbIne noise may negatIvely Impact the wellbeIng of both people and anImals in the
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VICInIty. Collectively, these submISsions underscore a WIdespread query that the EIAR’s noise assessment may

understate the potentIal for noIse-related harm to health, tranquilIIty and quaIIty of IIfe.

RESPONSE

The assessment of operational noIse emissions as summarised in Chapter 13 NoIse and VIbration of the El AR
compIIes WIth current guidance and best practIce in relatIon to acceptable levels of noIse from wind farms as

contaIned in the document WInd Energy Development GuIdeIInes for PlannIng AuthorItIes published by the
Department of the EnvIronment (WEDG 2CX)6)

The current guIdance and best practIce are summarised in Section 13.2, inclUdIng World Health OrganIsatIon

guIdance set out in Section 13.2.2.8 WIthIn Chapter 13 As stated, "The recommendatIons [of World Health
OrganIzatIon NoIse GuIdeIInes for the European UnIon in relatIon to WInd turbIne noIse assessment] are therefore

condItIonal and should not currently be appIIed as target noise crIterIa for exIstIng or proposed wind turbine
development in Ireland

The assessment demonstrated that the cumulative noise levels are expected to be below the prescrIbed
operatIonal noise IImIts as set out in Section 13.5.3.3, Table 13-25

SpecIal audIble characterIstICS InclUding Infrasound/low frequency noise are set out in in Section 13.2.2.10. A
summary of numerous research papers and articles was provided WhICh included the fOllOWIng conclUSIons:

Irish EPA’s NG3. '' With modern actIve row turbInes (i.e., the blades are upw Ind of the tower and the

turbine is turned to face into the wind by a wind directIon sensor on the nacelle actIvating a yaw motor)
this [Low Frequency Noisel is no longer a significant feature.

Institute of Acoustics Bulletin in March 2009 “A report for the DTI in 2006 hy Hayes McKenzie concluded

that neither infrasound nor low frequency noise was a signIfIcant factor at the separatIon distances at
which people IIved.

A summary of the latest research Into the health effects assocIated WIth WInd turbIne noIse emISsion IS InclUded

in Section 13.3 Health Effects of WInd Farms. As stated in the sectIon’s summary: “The peer revIewed research

outIIned in the precedIng sections supports that there are no negatIve health effects on people WIth long term

exposure to WInd turbIne noise Refer to Volume 11 Chapter 5 PopulatIon and Human Health of thIS EIAR for further

detaIls of potential health effects assocIated WIth the Proposed Development

VIbratIon effects are assessed in Section 13.5.5 DescrIptIon of Effects – VIbratIon and it was concluded that there

would be no noticeable Impact on nearby receptors or structures and therefore conclUdIng that there would be
an Imperceptlble effect

4.5.1 Regulatory CompIIance

Examples of some comments in pUbIIC submISSIon relatIng to compIIance WIth WHO (World Health OrganIsatIon)
NoIse Assessment GuIdeIInes InclUde:

’The EIAFR (Chapter 12 – Noise & Vibration) concludes no signIfIcant health effects but provides limited receptor

specific analysis for homes within 2km and does not assess low frequency noise or amplitude modulation. ThIS

conflicts with the WHO Environmental Noise Guidelines (2018), WhICh link wind turbine noise to sleep disturbance

and reduced quality of life. Independent baseline and post construction monitoring, curtailment protocols and
accessIble community reporting are required
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“We would suggest that thIS appIIcatIon InfrInges on ArtIcles 7 & 37 of the EU Charter of Fundamental RIghts. The

WHO is barely mentIoned, and the developer makes no commItment to comply with WHO 2018 Noise GuideIInes.

The developer IS relying on outdated 2006 guIdeIInes and by not usIng accepted modern guIdeIIne, the
developer's EIA fails to deliver. There is no evidence provided in the EIA as to the noise impact of an array of wind

turbInes. The measurements used in the EIA are vague and not scIentifIcally secure. The developer provIdes no
assessment of low-frequency and infrasound impact, especially as it relates to our home. ThIS is, despite, weI

estabIIShed evIdence that homes near windfarms, especIally in a rural IOcatIon, experience low frequency noIse

(LFN) exceedances and perceptible lnfrasound

“The El AR uses outdated noIse standards and avoIds WHO 2018 IImIts. It does not assess low frequency noise

amplitude modUlatIon, or night-tIme sleep dIsturbance

“International Health bodies inclUdIng the World Health OrganIsatIon (WHO) have highlighted concerns about the

Impacts of WInd turbine noise in partICUlar low frequency noise and lnfrasound, on human health. The WHO
recommends noise signIfIcantly lower than what IrIsh windfarms produce and a setback of anythIng less than 10

x TIP heIght would be a serious rISk to Public health. Hence in IIne WIth these recommendations, 160m turbInes

should be setback at a minimum 1,36km. The proposed setback dIstances of the closest 6 turbInes, as well as the

remaining 11 turbines (WhICh are WIthIn 2km from our home), would put the health and wellbeIng of my famIly
and I at enormous risk

“Predicted operational noise levels, including the potential for tonal components and amplitude modUlatIon, are
not shown to keep exposure at noIse-sensitive receptors as low as reasonably achIevable. Thts confIIcts with the

DIrectIve’s aim to avoId harmful effects from envIronmental noIse. GIven the quIet rural baseline, the predIcted

turbIne noise levels, InclUdIng low-frequency and modUlatIon components–are IIkely to cause sleep dIsturbance

and loss of amenity for nearby resIdents. This is inconsIstent WIth WHO noise guideIInes and the plannIng

authorIty’s duty to protect resIdentIal amenity. NoIse predictions omit a robust assessment of low-frequency
noIse and ampIItude modulation, and do not convIncIngly demonstrate compliance with EPA guidance and WHO
health-based noIse IImIts. ThIS renders the conclUSIons on noIse effects unreIIable.”

“The EIAR does not provIde receptor specIfIC noise assessments or consIder the WHO EnvIronmental noise
guIdeIInes.

“The plannIng appIIcatIon Incorrectly suggests that a full noise assessment is not required for properties where

the landowner is financIally contracted to the development. ThIS premIse is legally flawed and contrary to
established and emergIng planning guIdance and pUbIIC health standards. Even where a landowner IS Involved,

the property occupants' rIght to health is paramount. The draft 2019 WInd Energy Development GuideIInes, WhICh
reflect evolVIng standards, expIICItly state that contracted indIviduals cannot agree to a noise limIt that surpasses

2018 WHO guidance for WInd turbIne noIse. The appIIcatIon faIls to demonstrate compIIance with these essentIal

health protectIve measures for all affected residences. The faIlure to provIde a comprehensive and standards'

compliant noise assessment for all habItable properties assocIated WIth the project is a materIal plannIng

A comprehensIve schedule of 519 no. NSLs were IdentIfIed WIthIn the study area (defIned as the InItIal 35dB noIse

contour) and theIr coordInates are IIsted in Appendix 13C – Schedule of NoIse SensItIve Locations NoIse
predIctIons were calculated to each NSL and as demonstrated and that “the proposed Project IS expected to

operate WIthIn the estabIIShed criteria. Therefore, in EIA terms, there IS no SignIfIcant effect

RESPONSE

The assessment of operatIonal noIse emissions as summarIsed in Chapter 13 NoIse and VibratIon, compIIes WIth

current guIdance and best practIce in relatIon to acceptable levels of noise from WInd farms as contaIned in the
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document WInd Energy Development GuIdeIInes for PlannIng AuthorItIes pubIIShed by the Department of the
EnvIronment (WEDG 2006)

The current guidance and best practIce are summarIsed in Section 13.2, inclUdIng World Health OrganisatIon

guidance set out in Section 13.2.2.8. As stated, “The recommendations [of World Health OrganizatIon Noise

GuideIInes for the European UnIon in relatIon to wind turbine noise assessment] are therefore conditIonal and
should not currently be appIIed as target noise criterIa for existing or proposed wind turbIne development in
Ireland

Draft RevIsed WInd Energy Development GuIdeIInes pubIIShed in 2019 are not current or best practice as clarified

In Section 13.2.2.6 Draft WInd Energy GuIdeIInes 2019. The current WEDG 2006 guIdance remains suItable for

assessIng WInd turbIne noIse.

Noise measurements were used to establish the baseltne condItIons and in turn used to set the approprIate

crIterIa. The methodology as set out in Section 13.4.3 Baseline NoIse Survey of Receiving EnvIronment adhered to

the WEDG 2006 guidance Noise predIctIons included the cumulatIve effect of all turbines in the proposed Project

and all relevant existing or permItted WInd farms as set out in Section 13.5.3.2 CumulatIve Assessment,

The assessment demonstrated that the cumulative noise levels are expected to be below the prescrIbed

operatIonal noise IImIts as set out in Section 13.5.3.3, Table 13-25

The assessment of Infrasound/low frequency noIse is set out in in Section 13.2.2.10 and a summary of numerous

research papers and artICles was provIded as outIIned above in Section 4.5

SpecIal audIble characterIstICS InclUdIng TonaIIty and AmpIItude ModulatIon are set out in in Section 13.2.2.10 As

stated. “It IS not possIble to predIct the occurrence of any special characteristIC at the planning stage Post

constructIon monItorIng programmes and campaIgns fOllOWIng prescrIbed guIdeIInes can obJectIvely InvestIgate
these characterIstICS " A suItable NoIse ComplaInt MonItorIng Programme (NCMP) is set out in Section 13.10
OperatIonal Phase MonItoring to demonstrate compliance WIth the prescrIbed operational noise IImIts as set out

Section 13.5.3.3, Table 13-25

Section 13.2.2.5 sets out the current guIdance from ETUS-R-97 and WEDG 2006 regardIng Financially involved

properties. Such properties may have an increase to the fIxed IImit noise levels appIIed. These properties are
InclUded in the schedule of noise sensItIve IOcatIons assessed. The relevant properties are IdentIfied in Table 13.

27: Turbine IdentifIer A – Summary of Noise Exceedances. Even where a landowner is Involved, the property

occupants' rIght to health is paramount. The draft 2019 WInd Energy Development GuIdeIInes, WhICh reflect
evolvIng standards, expIICItly state that contracted IndivIduals cannot agree to a noise IImit that surpasses 2018
WHO guIdance for WInd turbine noise, therefore ensurIng no health Impacts.

4.5.2 Noise & VIbration from ConstructIon ActIvItIes

Some observers raIsed constructIon noise and VIbratIon Impacts durIng the constructIon phase of the proposed

development, hIghlightIng both the intensIty and duration of these dIsturbances and their effects on daIly IIfe,
health and local envIronment

Noise and vibration durIng the -24-month constructIon phase WIll SIgnIficantly Impact our daIly lives... excavators

dIgging trenches, breakers cutting through rock, and dozens of truck passes per day.._ wall-shaking vibratIons and
noise can be dIstressIng. Structural damage... is a real pOSSIbIlity from sustaIned vibration... constant noise,

beepIng machInery... makes it impossible to maIntain a normal home environment."

'The noise, VIbratIon, and brIght IIghtS from these night time deIIverIes WIll disturb famllles' sleep and frIghten
small children... The Increase in traffic also raISes serious safety concerns
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COllectIvely, these submissions show that observers have queries about Intense and prolonged noise and vibratIon

from construction, with potential consequences for residential amenity, health, safety, and envlronmenta
Impacts.

Effects assocIated WIth the constructIon phase are comprehensIvely assessed in the El AR Section 13.5.2

Construction Phase which included constructIon traffIC, turbine deIIvery route, borrow pits, substation, grid

connection route, and vibratIon. Table 13-22 of Chapter 13 outlines the potential worst-case effects associated
with the various aspects on the constructIon phase, pre-mitigation. Section 13.7.1 comprehensively outIInes the

mitIgatIon and monItorIng measures to ameIIorate any noIse and VIbratIon effects.

RESPONSE

Queries raIsed in the submissions InclUded “noise from the substation, InclUding humming from transformers and

swItchIng equIpment”, noIse associated with the turbInes such as “They would be certaIn to experience a
multItude of serious negative effects assocIated with 160 m hIgh WInd turbInes, at such close proximity, inclUdIng

massIve noise disturbance", and “The constant noIse and low frequency VIbratIon

4.5.3 NoIse & VIbratIon durIng OperatIonal Phase

One submISsion detailed potentIal wake effects statIng "Inadequate spacIng between turbInes IS a recurrIng and

SIgnIficant cause of wind turbIne noIse nuisance”. The submissIon refers to HIgh Court fIndIngs in the Ballyduff

(Meenacloughspar) and Gibbett HIll cases, where turbine noise and amplitude modUlatIon–linked in part to wake
effects between turbInes–were found to cause harm to restdents, The submissIon notes that the WEDG 2006

guIdance recommends minimum separatIons of "three times the rotor dIameter in the crosswind directIon and
seven tImes the rotor dIameter in the prevaIIIng dOwnwInd dIrectIon," and states that these standards have not
been followed for the proposed development. Given that prevaIIIng winds occur across a broad range of
dIrections, the submISSIon states most turbines are effectively dOwnwInd of one another and therefore requIrIng

greater separatIon The submissIon concludes that, with only IImited turbine pairIngs meetIng the recommended
distances, the remaIning sub-standard spaclngs are likely to give rise to wake-related turbulence and noise

impacts SImilar to those already recognised by the courts

The querIes raIsed have been addressed on the fOllOWIng sectIons of the EtAR

RESPONSE

The effect of the Substation IS assessed in Section 13.5.6 On-sIte ElectrIcal SUbstatIon (110kV), whereby the Impact

is considered lmperceptible/not significant

The assessment of operatIonal noise emissions as summarIsed in Chapter 13 NoIse and VIbratIon, compIIes WIth

current guIdance and best practIce in relatIon to acceptable levels of noise from WInd farms as contaIned in the

document WInd Energy Development GuIdeIInes for PlannIng AuthorItIes pubIIShed by the Department of the
EnvIronment (WEDG 2006)

The current guIdance and best practIce are summarIsed in Section 13.2, InclUdIng World Health OrganIsatIon
guIdance set out in Section 13.2.2.8. As stated, “The recOmmendatIons [of World Health OrganIzatIon Noise
GuIdeIInes for the European UnIon in relatIon to WInd turbine noIse assessmentl are therefore condItIonal and

should not currently be appIIed as target noIse crIterIa for exIstIng or proposed WInd turbIne development in
relanc
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The assessment demonstrated that the cumulatIve noise levels are expected to be below the prescribed
operatIonal noise IImIts as set out in Section 13.5.3.3, Table 13-25

VIbratIon effects are assessed in Section 13.5.5 DescrIptIon of Effects – VIbration, which outIInes that no
notIceable Impact on nearby receptors or structures are antICIpated, therefore, in EIA terms, there is an

lmperceptlble effect

4.5.4 Low Frequency Sounds and Infrasounds Risks

One submISSIon stated “We were unable to fInd any substantIve assessment of Infrasound. WhIle are attachIng

an academIC research paper on thIS ISSue entItled 'Htgh-resolutIon measurements near WInd Power Plants'
tnfrasound IS known to be a major ISSue WIth regard to WInd turbInes

They also stated that "Moreover, there IS SIgnificant evIdence from outsIde of Ireland that Infrasound is an ISSue

for people who IIve very close to WInd turbInes Dr MarIana Alves-PereIra of Portugal has wrItten and talked

extensIvely on thIS issue. Further evIdence IS also avaIlable from Bruce Rapley, Huub Bakker and Rachel Summers,

“CurIOUSly we were unable to fInd any reference in the EIAR to 'tnfrasound

RESPONSE

SpecIal audIble characterIstICS InclUdIng Infrasound/low frequency noise are set out in in Section 13.2.2.10. A
summary of numerous research papers and artICles was provIded WhICh InclUded the fOllOWIng conclUSIons:

Irish EPA’s NG3: “WIth modern actIve yaw turbines {i.e., the blades are upwlnd of the tower and the

turbine is turned to face into the WInd by a WInd dIrectIon sensor on the nacelle actIvatIng a yaw motor)
thIS ILow Frequency Noise] is no longer a SIgnIfIcant feature,

Institute of Acoustics Bulletin in March 2009 “A report for the DTI in 2006 br Hayes McKenzie concluded

that neither infrasound nor low frequency noise was a significant factor at the separation distances at

which people lived

The paper by Dr MarIana Alves-PereIra provIded by the observer had in the expert opInIon of the authors,
numerous technIcal errors, faIled to assess the relatIve change in infrasound/low frequency noIse and cannot be

reIIed upon. Please see Section 13.2.10 of Chapter 13 for further detaIls. WIth respect to lnfrasonlc noise levels
below the hearIng threshold, the World Health OrganIsatIon (WHO) document Community NoIse (WHO, 1995)

has stated that: "There is no reIIable evIdence that lnfrasounds below the hearIng threshold produce physiologica

or psychological effects.

A suItable NoIse ComplaInt MonItorIng Programme (NCMP) will be tmplemented for the proposed development
Should a noIse complaInt or evIdence of an exceedance of the noIse IImIts occur, the operator shall comply with

any requIrements of the PlannIng AuthorIty to undertake an InvestIgation (InclUdIng shuttIng down WInd turbInes

for background noise monItorIng if requIred) and the ImplementatIon of approprIate mItIgatIon measures, such

as a curtailment programme, on the wind turbIne operations WIll be undertaken The NCMP will follow the
guIdance outIIned above and in the IOA GPG and Supplementary GuIdance Note 5: Post Completion
Measurements (July 2014)

4.5.5 EquIne & LIvestock Effects

Queries have been raised by local horse owners and breeders regarding the potential impacts of noise and

associated disturbances on equine welfare and safety. Horses are WIdely recognIsed as hIghly sensItIve, fllghty

anImals WIth acute hearing and VIsion, makIng them particularly vulnerable to changes in theIr envIronment
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A submISSIon states: "a full CIrcle of visIon, better SIght in low IIght, and are far more sensitIve to sound frequencies
than humans,” and it is “well documented that the noise and shadow flicker comIng from WInd turbines has an
adverse effect on horses, WIth safety ImpIIcatIons for horse handlers and riders", and further hIghIIghtS that “noIse

anxIety” can have long-term effects on food intake, growth, and production rates,

These querIes extend to breeding and reproductive Impacts, with one submission emphasising that stress from

noise can be particularly harmful to in-foal mares, stating that they are “extremely sensItIve" and that such stress
"can cause mares to abort pregnancIes

Other residents, draw attentIon to the practical and safety Implications of noise and constructIon actIvity,
explainIng that horses “can be easIly spooked by noise, machInery, or unfamIIIar actIVIty," creating serious rISks

for both anImals and rIders, especIally chIldren and cautIon that constructIon activIty, turbIne noise, and flashIng

IIghtS could easily startle the animals, leadIng to panIC or injury and endangerIng those responsible for their care,
They warn that disruptIon to famIIIar exercise routes would increase stress and fundamentally dIsrupt the horses’

routIne and wellbeIng.

COllectIvely, these querIes underIIne the need for careful consideratIon of noise and vibratIon, and theIr potentIal

Impacts on horse welfare, breedIng outcomes, and human safety.

Wind farms have been developed on agrICUltural lands all over the world and do not dIsplace IIvestock farming

In many cases the addItIonal income from WInd turbInes for Involved landowners Improves the fInancIal VIabiIIty
and sustainabIlity of farmIng operations. Research has been undertaken to assess the Impact of WInd turbInes on

WIld animals and domestIcated IIvestock. In a 2012 review of such research around the world commISSIoned by

the SwedISh EnvIronmental ProtectIon Agency, the authors of the report found that the theory that the noise and

movement of turbInes in operation would annoy or stress WIldIIfe and livestock was not supported by the research

that was avaIlable. These studIes showed there was a lack of such effects or that anImals quickly habltuated to

the dIsturbance. Consequently, the Impact was IImIted

RESPONSE

Additional studies on the effects of noise on domestic animals found that high noise levels that would cause stress

responses in domestIC anImals (i.e Increased respIration and heart rate, increased VIgilance and decreased tIme

grazIng) would be in the range of 60-75dBA. NoIse measurements dIrectly under a wind turbIne were found to be

between 50 and 60 dBA in this study, which IS lower than the abOve-mentIoned noIse levels that would cause
stress reactIons

4.5.6 Risk of Cumulative Impact wIth Other Energy or Infrastructure Projects

"In the absence of any Investigation on the cumulatIve Impact on health directly or as pathways to Ill-health and

the envIronmental Impacts of thIS application in combInation WIth two wind farms already proposed by the same

appIIcant for the nearby Bruree and Coolcappa areas, I request that a full and comprehensIve cumulatIve Impact

assessment should be requIred ThIS would cover cumulatIve effects on: BIodIversIty, Soils and Geology, NoIse
and VIbratIon, Infrasound, Water EnvIronment, AIr QuaIIty and CIImate, PopulatIon and Human Health, Major

AccIdents and DIsasters

ObJectors stated the below in relatIon to the risk of cumulatIve Impact

“There are exIstIng, permItted, and proposed WInd farms WIthIn the WIder regIon. EPA EIAR GuideIInes (2022)

requIre full cumulatIve assessment, ThIS has not been meaningfully done. ResIdents are expected to endure
cumulatIve noise, ..... as the area becomes IndUstrIaIIsed.

RESPONSE
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NoIse predIctIons InclUded the cumulative effect of all turbInes in the proposed Project and all relevant exIstIng
or permItted WInd farms as set out in Section 13.5.3.2 CumulatIve Assessment

The assessment demonstrated that the cumulative noise levels are expected to be below the prescribed
operatIonal noise IImIts as set out in Section 13.5.3.3, Table 13-25

Chapter 5 PopulatIon and Human Health concludes that it is unlikely that signIficant adverse Impacts to population

and human health WIll occur as a result of the proposed development, The potentIal for cumulative impacts
caused by other past, present or reasonably foreseeable future actIons together with the proposed development

is fully assessed

4.6 Water

4.6.1 FloodIng RIsks

ApproxImately one thIrd of the submISSIons from local resIdents raise querIes regardIng flOOdIng, emphasIsing
that the proposed development IS located WIthIn a hIstorIcally flood-prone landscape, and that the El AR does not
properly reflect thIS reaIIty

ObJectors contend that the Balllnlee SIte is "unsuItable for largescale WInd energy development because of

flood rISk”. It is argued that “turbIne foundations, crane hardstands, and access roads WIll increase Impermeable

surface area, exacerbatIng local flood rISk and water pollutIon" and note that “No comprehensIve Flood RIsk
Assessment appears in the EIAR", assertIng a fundamental gap in the assessment of flood hazards. Another

obJector draws attentIon to the EIAR’s own flood modelIIng, poIntIng out that ’'4 of the 17 no. turbInes are located

WIthIn Flood Zone A/Flood Zone B, therefore havIng a hIgh to medium probabIIIty of flOOdIng durIng the 1% and

0.1% AEP" and argue that “constructIon of these turbInes could SIgnIfIcantly increase flood rISk damage to
surroundIng houses " QuerIes were also expressed that even where mItigatIon IS proposed, "the residual risk

remains hIgh due to potentIal peat dIsturbance and water table changes" in flood prone lands. It was also raised
that Infrastructure elements such as turbInes, temporary delivery routes (TDR) and the ESB substation are located

on known floodplalns and that “the change in permeability and run off rates of the proposed sites could
exacerbate thIS”. Reference was also made to the EPA climate adaptatIon guIdance, emphasISIng that “the EPA’s
2022 GuIdance on CIImate AdaptatIon and Flood RIsk requIres developers to demonstrate no increase in Flood

rISk elsewhere," and assert that Increased flood rISk along key access and evacuatIon routes is "unacceptable.”

These general querIes are reInforced by other obJectors, who hIghIIght the dIScrepancy between local experIence

and the developer’s assessment “Flood-prone roads [andl fragIle water systems . . will be further stressed," and

that “local flOOdIng events are more frequent than acknowledged in the developer’s assessments, shOWIng a
serious gap in understandIng of local condItIons." are some of the obJectIons. Examples were also raIsed, noting

that the L5127 was flooded two years ago, preventIng resIdents from leavIng theIr homes, an event that was “not

documented by the developer". FloodIng IS raIsed as “a persIstent and well-documented problem" in Camas

North, Camas South and Carrlgeen, observIng that whIle the developer’s own dOCumentatIon recognIses regular

flOOdIng in these areas, the proposal nonetheless InclUdes “extensive constructIon actIVIty, draInage modificatIons

and new Infrastructure that would almost certaInly worsen the SItuation" . PhotographIC evIdence from Carrigeen

dated 12/11/25 was also submItted, statIng that it “clearly shows the extent of flOOdIng, confIrming what local

residents experience every year,” and warnIngs that addItional Infrastructure and altered drainage patterns could

Intensify flood risk for communities already facing difficultIes obtaIning home insurance.

These querIes are throughout obJectIons, SImIlar to “As the northern sectIon of the site is classIfIed as a natural
flOOdplaIn, it strIkes us as wholly InapproprIate to dIsturb thIS landscape in WhICh to bUIld an IndUstrIal facility. This
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area regularly floods. It is strongly submitted therefore that thIS area is fundamentally unsuitable for thIS type of

development, which would require enormous disruption and interference WIth habitats and floodplalns with the

impositIon of Internal access roads, etc. As it happens there has been a notable rainfall event in November 2025,
which have caused significant amounts of flooding in the area

Inappropriate Site Selection was another issue raised, stating “The proposed development area is within an OPW

mapped 'Flood Zone A’ site, which has a very frequent ACTUAL return perIOd of flooding adjacent to roads that
are used by people to go to work and school. Flooding of lands is one thing. Creating a public health hazard is
another and should be avoided. The rivers are all mapped as 3rd Cycle At RIsk. WhIISt construction is not a

reported pressure or issue at the moment, that does not mean that constructIon is viable either.

Local area flooding was raIsed by an obJector, stating “In relation to FloodIng, page 39 of the proposed Balllnlee

Wind Farm’s Flood Risk Report (Appendix gB, MWP September 2025) presents 'spin’ and bias. Neither of these
elements are recommended for a Flood Risk Analysis assessment. One needs to read between the lines, with a

critical perspective, to realise that the entire development is proposed in an OPW Flood Zone of some scale."

"The Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government / Office of PUbIIC Works. (2009) The

PlannIng System and Flood Risk Management – Guidelines for PlannIng AuthorIties. Dublin: Government of Ireland

clearly states that “Most types of development would be considered inappropriate in this zone. Development in

this zone should be avoided and/or only considered in exceptional circumstances, such as in CIty and town centres,

or in the case of essential infrastructure that cannot be located elsewhere, and where the Justification Test has

been appIIed. Only water-compatIble development, such as docks and marinas, dockslde actIVIties that requIre a

waterside locatIon, amenity open space, outdoor sports and recreation, would be considered appropriate in thIS
zone”. - Section 3.5, p.24

Regarding local knowledge and experiences, it was submitted that “In the matter of Hydro-G’s evaluation of the

actual return period and evidence of flooding in the VIcinity of the proposed Ballinlee Wind Farm site, local
Information was provided by the community who have been documenting the experiences along the roads in
November 2025. The Flood Risk Assessment has underestimated the actual frequency of flood events. The area

is significantly more flood prone than the Flood RIsk Assessment for the proposed development has portrayed it

to be. The fact that that the area’s flood frequency has been greatly under-estimated supports a conclusion of no
confIdence in the Flood RIsk Assessment’s claIm that the development “does not have the potentIal to SIgnIfIcantly

increase upstream or downstream flood risk." The misrepresentation of the abSorptIon capacity of the natural

envIronment in the development area amounts to a breach of Annex III of DIRECTIVE 2011/92/EU. The proposed

development should be refused on this basis.

Concern was also documented regarding unassessed constructIon impacts arisIng from soil compaction in a flood

zone WIth “The proposal to bring large cranes into this wetland and flood zone presents real rISks of increasing

the already frequent flood experIences. The actual flood risks presented will result from applying mass loads to a

wet SOIl and thereby destroyIng what small pore space there may have been. The Flood Risk Assessment HAS NOT

simulated the compaction along proposed Internal haul routes and constructIon pads."

Together, these submISSIons underscore a shared view among local observers that the El AR understates flood

rISk, reIIes excessIvely on mitigatIon rather than avoidance, and does not demonstrate that the proposed

development can proceed WIthOUt exacerbatIng flOOdIng Impacts locally or downstream

Ftood rISk has been comprehensIvely assessed in Chapter 9 (Water) of the EIAR and IS not understated. A SIte.

specific flood rISk assessment (SSFRA) (Appendix 9B) was undertaken by MWP (2025} tn accordance with The
Planning System and Flood RIsk Management – Guidelines for PlannIng AuthoritIes (OPW/DoEHLG, 2009)
InclUding applicatIon of the sequential approach and, where relevant, the JustifIcation test.

RESPONSE
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The SSFRA followed a staged approach (Stages 1–3) and IdentIfIed fluvial flOOdIng from the Mornlngstar RIver and

ItS tributaries as the prIncIpal flood mechanIsm, partICUlarly in the northern part of the SIte. A detaIled quantItatIve

assessment was completed usIng IndUstry-standard methods, InclUdIng Flood StudIes Update 2 (FSU2) and Poots

& Cochrane hydrologIcal estimatIon, and a combIned ID–2D hydrauIIC model (HEC-RAS) to defIne baseIIne flood

extents and levels for the 1% and 0. 1% AEP events, InclUdIng cIImate change allowances

The modelIIng confIrms that the majorIty of the development, InclUdIng the on-sIte substatIon and most turbInes,
are located in Flood Zone C (low probabIIIty of flOOdIng). Four turbInes intersect Flood Zones A/B; however, these

IOcatIons were subject to detaIled assessment and design. The El AR demonstrates that floodptaln functIon is

maIntaIned through embedded desIgn and mItIgatIon measures, InclUdIng defIned freeboard allowances (0.1%

AEP + 500 mm for the substatIon, 1% AEP + 300 mm for turbInes, controlled track elevatIons, and engIneered
conveyance measures beneath and across access tracks to preserve overland flow paths and draInage

connectIVIty (El AR Chapter 9 Section 9.2.7, Appendix 9B, Section 4.4

PotentIal effects from turbine foundatIons, tracks, cable routes, borrow pItS and constructIon compounds were

expIICItly assessed The SSFRA concludes that, WIth the proposed mItIgatIon, there WIll be no apprecIable

displacement of floodwaters that would increase flood levels on surroundIng lands, roads or propertIes, no
obstructIon of exIstIng drainage networks, and no increase in upstream or downstream flood rISk. ConstructIon

phase controls InclUde protectIon of fIeld draIns, temporary draInage management, and avoIdance of works that
would Impede flood flows durIng extreme events

ResIdual flood rISks were assessed and found to be acceptable Overall, the El AR and Appendix 9B demonstrate,

on the basIS of quantItative hydrauIIC modelIIng and compIIance WIth natIonal guIdance, that the Proposed
Development avoIds InapproprIate development in hIgh-rISk areas where possIble and, where InteractIon WIth

Flood Zones A/B occurs, is desIgned and mItIgated such that it WIll not exacerbate flOOdIng locally or downstream

Any effect from flOOdplaIn dIsplacement WIll be highly locallsed and WIll not have a perceptIble effect on any
exIstIng property, Flood resIIIent desIgn materIal WIll be used throughout the development and are wholly

appropriate for the IIfespan of the Proposed Development. QuerIes regardIng SOIl compactIon from constructIon
Impacts is consIdered hIghly IOcaIIsed and would have a negIIgIble Impact. The proposed surface water draInage

network WIll maIntaIn exItIng run off rates and not Increase pluvlal flOOdIng occurrence.

Photographs were including in submISsions showing pluvlal flooding as a result of a partICUlarly wet November,

as noted in the EPA November Hydrology Bulletin. Flood zoning does not apply to pluvial sources. The area of the

Proposed Development was recorded as havIng 'Particularly High’ and 'Above Normal’ rainfall
https://www.epa. ie/publications/monitoring--assessment/freshwater--marine/hydrology-bulletin/hydrology-

bulletin/EPA-Hydrology-Bulletin- November-2025.pdf

Based on the JustIfIcation Test undertaken in the FRA, the proposed development has been subJect to an
appropriate flood rISk assessment, embedded and proposed mItIgatIon measures and is approprIate for the
location proposed

4.6.2 Surface Water QuaIIty RIsks and Management

Local resIdents have raIsed queries regarding the protection of surface water quaIIty durIng the construction of

the proposed development. SUbmISsions emphasIse that the scale and IntensIty of constructIon actIvity–
InclUding excavation, soil strIppIng, access track constructIon, borrow-pIt development, concrete works, and

heavy vehicle movements creates a signifIcant risk of sediment mobilisatIon and pollution, especially during

periods of heavy rainfall Residents especIally query the potential for contamInants to enter nearby watercourses

InclUding the Mornlngstar River, the River Malgue and downstream watercourses, WIth consequent impacts on

water quaIIty and dependant aquatIC environments
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Observers provIde specIfIC examples highlightIng these rISks. One submISSIon IdentIfies the proximity of the

receIving watercourses and the potential for pollutants from construction to affect a watercourse they value for

ItS WIldIIfe and amenIty functions. Other submISSIons emphasise the risk of sedIment-laden runoff, concrete

washout, fuel or hydraulic spills and lubricant leaks reaching local water bodies. QuerIes were raised regardIng

how the proposed watercourse crossIngs and draInage works could mobiIIse sedIment and pollutants into the
Mornlngstar, Maigue and ultimately the Shannon system, WIth knock on ecological effects. Observers highlight
that minor draIns and headwater streams are sometImes omItted or undervalued and that lnstream works in

small draIns can have the effects on the wider catchment, QuerIes were raised that floodplain modIfIcatIon,

culvertlng and lnfilllng could alter drainage flow paths and floodplain function, WIth cumulatIve
hydromorphological deterioratIon and impacts on flood dependent habitats (e.g. Morningstar/Corcass lands) . -on

ecologIcal effects-valued and that In-stream works in small drains can have the -dependent habItats (e.g.
Morningstar/Corcass lands)

A submission highIIghtS perceIved deficiencies in the EIAR’s assessment of surface water management, stating

that "Chapter 9 (Water) and Appendix 2E (SWMP) do not adequately address these matters.. Strict
fuel-management plans for construction vehicles are essential to prevent leaks or spills. In addition, regular
monitoring of water quality and flow rates for all prIvate water schemes in the vicInity should be carrIed out
before, during, and after constructIon." These submissIons illustrate that residents perceive inadequate planning

and mItIgatIon for potentIal pollutant pathways, InclUdIng parts of the access tracks and grid connectIon routes

QuerIes were raIsed regardIng the construction of new tracks, hardstands and borrow pItS in a wet, flood-prone

catchment WhICh was suggested would increase overland flow, sediment mobilisation and pollution (fuels,
cement, metals), partICUlarly into the Mornlngstar and ItS wetland flOOdplaIn. One submISSIon noted “Surface
water management, partICUlarly in relatIon to excavatIons, borrow pItS and constructIon runoff, is Insufficiently
desIgned to prevent pollutIon of nearby streams and draIns. The project therefore risks offences under the Water

Pollution Acts and non-compliance with water quaIIty obJectives. Borrow pItS, access tracks, fOundatIons and

draInage works rISk causIng hydro morphOlogIcal alteratIon and pollutIon of surface waters connected to the
Shannon system. The project fails to demonstrate that water body status WIll not deteriorate or that WFD

obJectIves WIll be achIeved, as requIred by EU and IrIsh law."

AdditIonally potentIal operatIonal phase effects of runoff and hydromorphology were raIsed. Observes suggested

that long-term hardstandlng and draInage could increase peak flows, reduce infIltratIon, and degrade floodplains

Some submISSIons argue that lnfllllng depressIons, draInage measures and culvertlng WIll negatIvely and

permanently effect the overall receIVIng hydrologIcal envIronment

COllectIvely, these observatIons underscore the view among resIdents that the El AR does not suffICIently
demonstrate that surface water quaIIty will be protected, that pollutIon pathways are properly managed, or that

adequate monItoring and mItIgatIon measures are in place to safeguard local rivers, streams, and connected

aquatic ecosystems

PotentIal Impacts on surface water quaIIty have been comprehensIvely assessed in EIAR Chapter 9 (Water) and

Appendix 9A (Water Framework DIrectIve Assessment), with specIfIc regard to constructIon and operatlona
phase related pollution rISks, sensItIve receptors, and compIIance WIth WFD obJectives.

RESPONSE

Based on the assessments presented in EIAR Chapter 9 and Appendix 9A, and WIth the ImplementatIon of
embedded mitIgatIon and management measures, the Proposed Development WIll not result in SIgnifIcant

adverse effects on surface water quaIIty. The WFD Assessment concludes that the project WIll not cause
deterIoration in the status of any surface water body nor compromise compliance WIth WFD Article 4 objectives

Appendix 9A, El AR Section 9.6)
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The El AR acknowledges that earthworks, track construction. borrow pItS and other constructIon actIVItIes present

a potential risk of sedIment-laden runoff and accIdental spillages, partICUlarly during perIOds of heavy rainfall
These rISks were assessed in detaIl for the construction phase (El AR Chapter 9 Section 9.4.1.2). The assessment

concludes that, with the implementatIon of standard and project-specific best practice measures, signIfIcant
adverse effects on surface water quaIIty WIll be avoIded. MItIgation measures include phased construction,

mInImIsatIon of exposed ground, Interceptor draIns, SIlt traps, settlement ponds, stabIIIsatIon and reInstatement
of disturbed soils, and strtct controls on the storage and handling of fuels, oils and concrete (El AR Sections 9.3.1.2

and 9.5.1) Residual effects on surface water quaIIty are assessed as not SIgnificant

Risk of pollution from sediment runoff, excavation and construction activities

Protection of the Morningstar River and downstream watercourses

The Mornlngstar RIver and its trIbutarIes are IdentIfIed as sensItIve receptors The EIAR confIrms that no untreated

runoff or dIrect dISCharges to surface waters WIll occur during constructIon or operatIon. Buffer zones are
maIntaIned along watercourses, In-stream works are avoided, and watercourse crossIngs are desIgned to prevent

sedIment mobiIIsatIon and protect channel IntegrIty (EIAR Sections 9.3.1.3 and 9.5.1) BaseIIne water quaIIty data

and WFD status assessments demonstrate that, WIth mItIgatIon in place, the Proposed Development WIll not

cause deterIoratIon in surface water chemIcal or ecologIcal status, nor affect downstream aquatIC envIronments

(Appendix gA, EIAR Section 9.6

A surface water management strategy IS embedded withIn the design and assessment of access tracks,
constructIon compounds and grId connectIon works, EIAR Chapter 9 confIrms that draInage systems will be

Implemented along all work areas, includIng Internal access tracks, crane hardstands and compounds, to
attenuate runoff, control erosion and protect water quaIIty (El AR Section 9.3.1.2). The underground grId

connectIon along exIstIng roads WIll not IntrodUce new surface water pathways or discharge poInts. DetaIled
draInage design and constructIon controls are secured through the Construction EnvIronmental Management

Plan (CEMP) (Appendix 2A) and the Surface Water Management Plan (Appendix 2E) referenced WIthIn the EIAR

Surface water management for access tracks and grid connection routes

The SequentIal Approach was appIIed at an early stage of the project to ensure Infrastructure was located outsIde
flood zones Insofar as possIble and a JustIfication Test was carrIed out in Accordance WIth SectIon 5 of the 2009

PlannIng & Flood RIsk Management GuideIInes in Section 4.4.10 ofAppendix9B Flood RIsk Assessment. In relation

to the flow estimatIon methods, a range of methods were assessed and the method resultIng in the highest flow
estImatIon was adopted to provIde a precautIonary approach to flow estimatIon in small catchments as
recommended by the PlannIng & Flood RIsk Management GuIdeIInes. A resIdual rISk assessment was carrIed out

WhICh assessed the sensItIVIty of the hydrauIIC model to flows larger than predIcted, cIImate change impacts

greater than predIcted and blockage sensItIVIty. Pluvlal and groundwater flOOdIng WIll be addressed as part of the
overall drainage strategy and the desIgn of thIS draInage strategy WIll be completed at detaIled destgn stage. The

freeboard requIrements are outIIned in Section 4.4.7 of Appendix gB and the flood levels provlded in Table 4.15

of Appendix 9B

Operational Phase Run off and Water Quality Management

As set out in Chapter 9, durIng operatIon, no dISCharges to groundwater are proposed and surface runoff from
turbInes and tracks WIll be managed via SuDS measures – swales, attenuatIon, and vegetated overland flow –

prior to discharge either to ground or to existing ditches. Where draIns are removed or intersected, equIvalent
conveyance swales are to be constructed first, then the origInal drain lnfilled, to preserve flow paths and rates

The proposed desIgn maintains existIng flow paths, peak flow rates and total flow volumes.
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In the context of the wider catchment, the calculated increase in hardstandlng is miniscule; effects on hydrologlca

flow regIme are assessed as “imperceptlble", WIth no measurable change to the Malgue or Morningstar flows at

water-body scale

Local resIdents have raIsed querIes regardIng groundwater quaIIty, groundwater flow and hydrogeologlcat
conditions, commenting that the EIAR faIls to adequately characterise a site known to be underlaln by shallow

and varIable groundwater. SUbmissIons refer to observed groundwater ingress at depths of approximately 1–2.3

metres below ground level, including during dryer summer months, indicating the likeIIhOOd of groundwater

interactIon durIng excavatIon, blasting (if required) and fOundatIon construction and borrow pit development.

4.6.3 Groundwater QuaIIty, Flow and Hydrogeology

Observations detaIled querIes that piling in karstified aquifers, turbIne fOundatIons and borrow pItS could create

rapid pathways for pollutants to reach the underlying aquIfer and connected streams with limIted attenuatIon

due to low storage in karst. Observers note that the EIAR dId not hIghIIght dIsappearIng streams or sprIngs on SIte,

and argue that connectIvity to Lough Gul public suppIIes and wetlands has been underestimated

Observers questIon the feasibility of the borrow pits and fear that excavatIng in areas WIth shallow groundwater
could create altered groundwater pathways, dewatering or contamInation risks. SubmissIons contend that trial

pIttIng done for the proposed development and communIty experience IndIcate that the SIte inclUdIng some

borrow pIt areas frequently exhIbIt pondlng and surface expressions of groundwater. SUbmISSIons query that

dewaterlng for fOundatIons, borrow pItS and grId trenches could depress groundwater levels over WIder areas
and dry out groundwater dependant wetlands. One objector commented that “excavatIon, turbIne foundattons,

and borrow pItS WIll disturb groundwater and overburden layers, and dewaterlng may be requIred... rISk[Ing]

aquIfer contamInatIon, riskIng safe domestIC water supply.

Residents argue that dIsturbance or redIrectIon of groundwater flow could adversely affect water quality, field
draInage and connected surface waters, InclUdIng the Morning Star RIver, and that the reIIance on proxy data and

mitigatIon measures–rather than robust, SIte-specIfIC hydrogeologlcal InvestIgation and modelling, faIls to satISfy
the precautIonary prlnctple or demonstrate that groundwater resources and groundwater-dependent receptors

WIll be protected

Groundwater conditions and potentIal effects of the Proposed Development have been comprehensively

assessed in EIAR Chapter 9 (Water) and Appendix 9A (Water Framework DIrectIve {WFD} Assessment). The
assessment was undertaken by quaIIfIed hydrogeological specIaIIsts and followed EPA, GSI and TII guidance,

InclUdIng development of a Conceptual SIte Model (CSM) for groundwater–surface water interactions (EIAR
Section 9.1.3, Appendix gA, Sections 2 and 4)

RESPONSE

Characterisation of groundwater conditions

The EIAR recognIses that groundwater across the site is shallow, locally varIable and influenced by soil, subsoil

and floodplain condItIons (EIAR Sections 9.2.34.2.5). Site watkover surveys, desk-based review of GSI mappIng,

vulnerabIIIty classIfIcatIon, and ground InvestIgatIon data (Northwest Geotech, 2024) confIrm that groundwater

levels may be encountered at relatIvely shallow depths in parts of the SIte, partICUlarly in low-lying areas. This
condItIon IS expIICItly acknowledged in the assessment and Informed the IdentIfIcatIon of potentIal constructIon-

phase rISks (EIAR Section 9.4.1.1

The hydrogeologlcal settIng is characterised predominantly as locally Important aquifers WIth variable
vulnerabIIIty, rather than regIonally Important or strategic aquIfers (EIAR Figure 9-4; Section 9.2.5.3) No karst

features of SIgnIfIcance were IdentIfIed within the development fOotprInt (El AR Section 9.2.5.5
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Potential InteractIons between excavation, turbIne fOundatIons, borrow pItS and groundwater were assessed in
EIAR Section 9.4.1. Based on the SIte InvestIgatIon, the EIAR antICIpates only localised, temporary dewatering

durIng excavatIons where shallow groundwater IS encountered durIng excavatIons, these effects WIll be IOcaIIsed,

temporary and manageable through standard constructIon practices (e.g. controlled dewatering, constructIon
stage treatment traIn). No long-term alteratIon of regional groundwater flow paths is predIcted

Excavation, blasting and borrow pits

Borrow pItS and turbine fOundatIons WIll not require permanent dewatering. The size and scale of the proposed

fOundatIons and borrow pItS are negligIble in the context of the WIder aquIfer. POst-constructIon reInstatement
WIll restore pre-exIstIng draInage and InfIltratIon characterIstICS (El AR Sections 9.3.1.1 and 9.5.1)

Dewaterlng outflows WIll be treated as part of the surface-water draInage network, attenuated/settled, and
allowed to InfIltrate to ground, ensurIng the exIstIng hydrogeologlcal regIme IS maIntaIned and groundwater levels

remaIn stable,

Groundwater-surface water connectivity

The El AR and WFD Assessment expIICItly recognise the hydrauIIC connectIvity between groundwater and surface

waters, tncludlng the Mornlngstar RIver and ItS trIbutarIes (EIAR Sections 9.2.6 and 9.4.1; Appendix 9A Sections 4
and 7) . The watercourses WIthIn the main development area are gaInIng watercourses, receIVIng groundwater via

dIffUse baseflow (WIth some contrIbutIng sprIngs), consIstent WIth regIonal hydrogeology. SprIngs and baseflow

pathways have been fully characterIsed and assessed WIthIn the EIAR. ConstructIon phase rISks to groundwater
surface water connectIVIty are hIghly IOcaIIsed and fully mitigated through measures already Incorporated Into
the EIAR and CEMP.

The EIAR Chapter 9 InclUded consIderatIon of the complex hydrogeologlcal envIronment underlyIng and

facIIItatIng Lough Gur. Though the maIn development IS suffICIently dIstant and hydrogeologlcally downstream
from Lough Gur, the EIAR acknowledges that the proposed gr}d connectIon IS in close proxImIty to sprIngs that

are IIkely dISChargIng water from the lough Gur complex. Overall, the provISIon of the grId connectIon, InclUdIng

dIrectIonal drilIIng, WIll only requIre very shallow excavatIons in the exIstIng road margIn and WIll have an

lmperceptlble effect on the hydrogeologlcal regIme governIng the Lough Gur complex or general ground water
flow paths in the WIder area.

At the main development SIte, both the constructIon and operatIonal phase draInage network have been designed

to ensure that InfiltratIon characterIstICS are maIntained both in terms of quantIty and quaIIty. ThIS is reflected in

the WFD Assessment conclusIons which describe how, with mItigatIon in place, the Proposed Development will
not cause deterIoratIon in groundwater chemIcal or quantItatIve status, nor adversely affect connected surface

waters ( Appendix 9A, Sections 8 and 10)

Reliance on data and precautionary approach

The hydrogeologlcal assessment IS based on a combInatIon of SIte-specIfIC walkover surveys, ground InvestIgatIon

data, pubIIShed OPW, GSI, OSI, and EPA datasets, and WFD classIfIcatIon InformatIon. ThIS approach IS consIstent
WIth EPA and GSI guIdance and is standard practIce for developments of thIS nature (EIAR Section 9.1.3)

In preparIng the hydrology and hydrogeology assessment, the precautionary approach was implemented by
deliberately assessing reasonable worst-case scenarios, adoptIng conservative design avoIdance measures, and

applyIng robust mItigatIon and monItorIng to ensure that no SIgnifIcant effects could occur even under unlikely

adverse conditions. Chapter 9 of the El AR evaluates scenarios such as extreme rainfall and coInciding pollutant

releases PrecautIon IS further demonstrated through the use of desIgn measures that avoId pollutant pathways

altogether–such as bunded dIrectIonal drIlIIng compounds, ISOlated concrete works and controlled fuel storage
WhICh prevent contamInants from enterIng surface or groundwater systems under any foreseeable
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CIrcumstances. High- frequency monitoring, ECoW supervIsion, daIly Inspection of silt controls, immediate
cessatIon procedures and emergency response plans provIde addItional layers of precaution to address
uncertainty durIng constructIon and operational phases. The Water Framework DirectIve assessment expIICItly
confirms that the project was evaluated in line with the precautionary principle, stating that worst-case conditions

were appIIed in assessIng potentIal Impacts and that, with mItIgatIon, no adverse effects on WFD objectives or
protected areas are predIcted.-case scenarios-avoidance measures-frequency monitoring, ECoW supervision

daIly InspectIon of silt controls, Immediate cessatIon procedures and emergency response plans provIde
addItIonal layers of precautIon to address uncertaInty durIng constructIon and operatIonal phases. The Water
Framework DIrectIve assessment expIICItly confIrms that the project was evaluated -case condItions were appIIed

in assessIng potentIal impacts and that, with mItigatIon, no adverse effects on WFD obJectIves or protected areas
are predIcted

Residual impacts

The El AR acknowledges that shallow groundwater condItions increase sensitIvity during construction, however.
with the Implementation of the prescribed mItIgatIon measures, residual Impacts on groundwater quality,

groundwater flow and groundwater-dependent receptors are assessed as not signIficant (EIAR Sections 9.7 and

9.8:

On the basIS of EIAR Chapter 9 and Appendix 9A, the Proposed Development has been assessed in accordance

WIth EPA, GSI and WFD requirements. The assessment demonstrates that, WIth embedded desIgn and mltlgatlon

measures, groundwater resources, prIvate wells, group water schemes and groundwater-dependent surface
waters, InclUding the Mornlngstar River, will be protected, and no significant adverse hydrogeological effects are

predIcted

4.6.4 WaterSupplles

MultIple observers note that houses in the area surroundIng the development lands use prIvate wells or local

group schemes and state that wells are not mapped or adequately assessed in the EIAR. They query both quaIIty

and yIeld Impacts from excavatIon, grid connectIon trenching and borrow pItS,

SUbmISSIons raise specIfIC rISks to the Boherard Group Water Scheme (GWS), which suppIIes 37 homes in the

IOcaIIty and reIIes on a groundwater source approxImately 50 m deep, The Secretary of the scheme questIons the

potentIal Impact of the development on local groundwater, askIng: “What effect WIll the constructIon of these

turbInes have on the water table in our IOcaIIty? WIll prIvate wells and water schemes be affected, and if so, who

WIll be responsible for makIng good any ISSues that may arIse?” Another obJector SImIlarly querIes that

construction of wind turbInes . will affect water quality through soil disturbance, run-off and pollution," and
hIghIIght that the Boherard Group Water Scheme well and pumphouse are located along the proposed turbIne

delivery route, raISIng querIes about Infrastructure damage and responsIbIlity for remedIation. Another
submISSIon noted that “the proposed borrow pIt is SItuated on a flOOdplaIn connected to the groundwater system

that suppIIes our prIvate well,” emphasISIng the vulnerabIIIty of local water suppIIes to hydrologIcal dIsruptIon,
anc

PartICUlar querIes have been raIsed regardIng potentIal Impacts on prIvate wells, WhICh are not mapped in the

EIAR and for WhICh no baseline water quaIIty testIng, monItorIng framework, or protectIon measures have been

provIded, contrary to EPA and GeologIcal Survey of Ireland guIdance . One obJectIon states that she “has a private

well on Iher) land. The EIAR does not have well mapping InclUded in theIr report... ExcavatIon for turbInes
fOundatIons and the 110 kV cable may alter groundwater, affecting wells and fIeld draInage. Under EPA guIdance.

baseIIne well testing, and protectIon measures are requIred before consent.” SImIlarly, another obJector
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hIghIIghtS that “Chapter 9: Hydrology doesn’t assess prIvate wells” and warns that alterIng groundwater flow
through constructIon works “may affect wells and fIeld draInage.

RESPONSE

Private wells, group water and public schemes

PrIvate wells WIthIn a 2 km radIUS of the SIte were identifIed usIng GSI datasets (El AR Chapter 9 Table 9-8; Figure

9-7) A systematIC review of wells and abstractions was undertaken using GSI datasets and local Information. The

wells supplyIng the Boherard Group Water Scheme and other pUbIIC and group water supplies were also assessed

as potentIal receptors (El AR Sections 9.2.8 and 9.2.11) No dIrect works are proposed WIthIn source protection

areas and standard protection measures, InclUdIng exclUSIon zones. pollutIon prevention controls, and emergency

response procedures, WIll be Implemented (EIAR Sections 9.5.1 and 9.5.2 )

It IS noted that the EIAR does not InclUde baseIIne sampIIng of IndIVIdual prIvate wells; however, such sampIIng is

not a mandatory requIrement of EIAR guIdance where no SIgnIfIcant Impact pathway is IdentifIed. The EIAR
provIdes for monItorIng and adaptIve management should unforeseen Impacts arIse (EIAR Section 9.8) Chapter
9 acknowledges that there would IIkely be unrecorded wells for rural dwelIIngs and assesses potentIal Impacts

accordIngly. The WFD Assessment (Appendix 9A) bUIldS on thIS by screenIng in the entire relevant groundwater

bOdIes and assessIng whether the project could compromIse quantItatIve or chemIcal status. It concludes, in Table
8-1, that with mItIgatIon in place “no deterIoratIon in WFD status is predIcted" for groundwater. Specific
protectIon measures for wells and schemes InclUde

• No abstractIon of groundwater for constructIon or operatIonal phases of the development as all
constructIon water IS Imported and potable water at the substatIon IS provIded VIa storage/harvestIng

and not VIa local supply

A commItment in Chapter 9 and the SWMP that “no dISCharges to groundwater" WIll occur; all foul

water goes to sealed hOldIng tanks and IS tankered off-sIte by IIcensed contractors

Construction EnvIronmental Management Plan {CEMP) procedures to locate and protect prIvate wells

and group schemes in agreement WIth LImerIck CIty & County COuncIl (LCCC), InclUding buffer
distances and prohibItion of refuelIIng or hazardous material storage in their vicInIty

In combination, these measures address the core query: there is no Intentional Interaction with prIvate

wells or group water schemes and the rISk of inadvertent Impact is controlled through mapping.

standoff dIstances and strict pollutIon prevention measures.-off distances and strict

pollutIon-prevention measures.

The assessment concludes that, gIven the scale of excavatIons, absence of long-term abstractIon, and IOcaIIsed

nature of works, SIgnIfIcant Impacts on prIvate well yIelds or quaIIty are unIIkely (EIAR Section 9.4.1.1)

4.6.5 Regulatory CompIIance

Local resIdents have raised explicit queries that the proposed development fails to demonstrate compliance with

the Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC), particularly in light of the project’s potential to worsen flooding
and degrade water quality. One submISSIon cautIons that constructIon actIVItIes may exacerbate existing flOOdIng,

statIng that such impacts would be "contrary to the EU Floods DIrective (2007/60/EC) and the Water Framework

DIrectIve (2000/60/EC)," thereby dIrectly questioning the project's alignment with EU water protectIon
obJectIves, SImilar querIes are reflected in submissIons from other local observers, who emphasIse the need for

the project to demonstrate “full compIIance WIth .. the Flood DIrective [andI Water Framework DIrectIves" before
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consent can be consIdered, underscoring residents’ view that such compliance has not been adequately
evidenced withIn the EIAR. Together, these submissions Indicate a shared query among local residents that the
appIIcant has not shown how deterIoratIon of water bOdIes WIll be avoIded or how Water Framework DIrectIve

obJectives will be achIeved in practice.

WFD Compliance

RESPONSE

CompIIance with WFD objectIves has been expIICItly assessed through a dedIcated Water Framework Directive

Assessment (Appendix 9A), prepared by Envlrogulde (2025) and is fully Integrated Into El AR Chapter 9

Appendix 9A was prepared in accordance with DIrectIve 2000/60/EC, the European CommunItIes (Water POIICy)

RegulatIons 2003 (as amended) and WFD Common Implementation Strategy guidance. The assessment followed

a precautIonary approach to determine whether the Proposed Development could result in deterIoratIon of

surface water or groundwater status or compromise the achievement of WFD objectives. All relevant surface
water and groundwater bodies potentIally affected by the development were IdentIfIed and assessed, InclUdIng
the Mornlngstar RIver, ItS tributarIes, associated groundwater bodies and any relevant protected areas, using EPA

datasets and site-specifIC Information

PotentIal Impacts arISIng during constructIon, operatIon and decommISSIonIng were assessed agaInst the relevant

WFD quality elements, inclUdIng hydrologIcal regime, sedIment mobiIIsation, pollution rISk and groundwater–

surface water connectIVIty. The assessment Incorporated embedded mItIgation and standard best-practIce

constructIon and operatIonal measures, as detaIled in EIAR Chapter 9, InclUdIng drainage controls, pollution
preventIon measures and constructIon management procedures.

The WFD Assessment concludes that the Proposed Development will not cause deterioration in the status of any

surface water or groundwater body, nor WIll it prevent the achIevement of WFD objectives, As no deterioration
or permanent modIfIcatIon of any waterbody is predIcted, an ArtIcle 4(7) derogatIon is not requIred. This
conclUSIon IS clearly set out in Appendix 9A and is supported by the Impact assessments and mItIgation measures

descrIbed in the EIAR

Residual rISks following mItIgation were assessed as low and not SIgnIfIcant, WIth no residual effects on waterbody
status or potentIal. MonItorIng and adaptIve management measures are InclUded to ensure ongoIng compIIance

throughout constructIon and operatIon On thIS basIS, the EIAR and Appendix 9A demonstrate, in a clear and
evIdence-based manner, that the Proposed Development is fully compIIant WIth the obJectIves and requIrements

of the Water Framework DirectIve

A Site-specIfic Flood RIsk Assessment (SSFRA) was completed for the proposed Ballinlee WInd Farm in accordance

with the PlannIng System and Flood Risk Management GuideIInes for PlannIng AuthoritIes (DoEHLG, 2009), as

descrIbed in El AR Chapter 9 and Appendix gB. The SSFRA was completed usIng the staged approach
recommended by the Guldellnes, IncorporatIng Stage 1 Flood RIsk IdentIficatIon, Stage 2 InItIal Flood Risk

Assessment, and a Stage 3 Detailed Flood RIsk Assessment (FRA) where requIred.

Floods Directive Compliance

The SSFRA expIICItly aIIgns WIth the requIrements of the EU Ftoods DIrectIve 2007/60/EC, transposed Into IrIsh law

through S.1. 122/2010 (as amended), WhICh mandates the assessment and management of flood rISks to reduce
adverse Impacts to persons and property The SSFRA also Integrated relevant datasets from OPW mapping, the

OPW hIstorIC flood database, and detailed SIte-specIfIC hydrauIIC modelling

The SequentIal Approach was appIIed in accordance with the 2009 GuIdeIInes to avoId, reduce, and where

necessary, mItIgate flood rISk. For areas where Infrastructure such as turbIne bases or access tracks intersect

Flood Zones, a JustIfIcatIon Test was completed. The SSFRA demonstrates that
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the development supports national and regIonal renewable energy pOIICy,

flood rISks have been fully assessed and quantIfied, and

approprtate mItigatIon is Incorporated to ensure that the development WIll not Increase flood risk
elsewhere 

4.6.6

A small number of submISsions from local resIdents also raise querIes about water-related Impacts arISIng from
cumulatIve effects WIth other WInd farm and Infrastructure developments in the region. For example, one obJector

states that "If all thIS concrete IS allowed to be poured Into fIelds near my lands, there WIll be a displacement of
water to neIghbOuring lands – InclUding my own land. These are wetlands already. There needs to be an
assessment of cumulatIve Impacts in the region, partICUlarly as other energy/infrastructure developments are
proposed or planned nearby,

RIsk of Cumulative Impact wIth Other Energy or Infrastructure ProJects

Another submISSIon states “In the absence of any InvestIgatIon on the cumulatIve Impact on health dIrectly or as

pathways to ill-health and the environmental Impacts of thIS applicatIon in combinatIon with two WInd farms

already proposed by the same appIIcant for the nearby Bruree and Coolcappa areas, I request that a full and

comprehensive cumulative impact assessment should be required ThIS would cover cumulatIve effects on
BIodiversity, SOIIS and Geology, NoIse and VIbratIon, Infrasound, Water EnvIronment, AIr QuaIIty and Climate
Population and Human Health, Major Accidents and Disasters

A full cumulatIve Impact assessment was undertaken in Section 9.4.3 PotentIal CumulatIve Impacts of EIAR

Chapter 9. The El AR IdentIfIes other relevant developments in the regIon, evaluates theIr hydrologIcal connectIvity
to the Balllnlee SIte, and assesses the IIkely In-combInatIon effects:

RESPONSE

Garrane WInd Farm is the only proposed/permItted WInd farm located withIn the same hydrological
catchment as Balllnlee. If constructIon phases were to overlap and if standard best-practIce controls

were not Implemented, there could theoretIcally be increased rISk of cumulatIve sedIment or

contamInant loading. However, the EIAR concludes that WIth standard mItIgatIon in place, no SIgnIfIcant
cumulatIve Impacts are IIkely

' Other regIonal developments (hOUSIng, solar farms, and minor infrastructure projects) were revIewed

These IIe at least 3.3 km from the site, TheIr cumulatIve contrIbution to water quality rISk is assessed as
lmperceptlble to SIIght, prImarIly due to theIr scale, dIstance and dIlutIon factors.

The assessment confIrmed that hydrologIcal pathways and catchment behaviour have been fully characterIsed.

MItIgatIon measures (e.g., surface-water management, silt control, good practIce constructIon protocols) ensure
that there are no likely SIgnIfIcant cumulatIve effects predIcted WIth the proposed Development and in
conjunctIon WIth any other screened-In projects in any geographIcal area

4.7 PopulatIon and Human Health

Numerous objectIons queried population and human health through varIOUS factors such as noIse, vibration and

shadow fIICker. AccordIng to these submissions, these effects can lead to annoyance, loss of abiIIty to enjoy one’s

own home, anxIety, sleep disturbance, headaches and stress and mental health Impacts

RESPONSE
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A full assessment of the Impacts on Human Health and PopulatIon is undertaken in Chapter 5 of the El AR and are
addressed in detail WIthIn. SpecifIC Impacts regardIng Noise, VibratIon and Shadow FIIcker Impact, WIth relevance

to potentIal health Impacts, are responded to in Section 4.5 and 4.8 in thIS response document.

4.8 Shadow FIIcker

A number of submissIons from the members of the public raIse querIes regardIng potentIal shadow fIICker effects

arISIng from the proposed development. The responses generally mention shadow flicker in relation to effects on

health and the proxImity of the turbines to dwelIIngs or other bUIldings such as schools and temporary

accommodatIon centres. Many of these general objectIons regardIng shadow fIICker were in relation to sleep
disturbance, annoyance, potentIal psychological and mental health Impact, stress and reduced quaIIty of IIfe

There are a number of obJections that specifIcally make reference to IndIviduals that are neurodivergent and the
potentIal Impact of shadow fIICker on those indIVIduals.

Several obJectIons refer to the impact shadow fIICker may have on horses and agrIcultural IIvestock in the VICInIty

of the proposed development. Other objectors make reference to the proxImity of the turbInes to dwelIIngs, and
make reference to breaching of guIdeIInes, or that the guideIInes used are out of date. The remaining objections

are in relatIon to what they deem as InsuffICIent assessment and/or mitIgation in relation to shadow fIICker.

QuerIes regardIng Shadow FIIcker have been comprehensIvely assessed in the EnvIronmental Impact Assessment

Report (EIAFI), with a detaIled technical evaluatIon provided in Chapter 15 Shadow FIIcker and consIderation of

the human health effects in Chapter 5 PopulatIon and Human Health. Shadow fIICker is a predIctable and
quantIfIable phenomenon, and ItS potentIal occurrences have been objectively assessed usIng the Windfar m
modelIIng software, WhICh takes Into analysIS turbine dimensIons, locations, receptor distances and solar paths in

accordance with accepted methOdOlogIes. The assessment results are consistent with the exIstIng 2006 Wind

Energy Development GuIdeIInes, and consIderatIon was also gIven to the 2019 Draft Revised Wind Energy

Development GuIdeIInes. UntIl the revIsed guIdeIInes are pubIIShed in fInal form, the Government has advIsed
that the current 2006 guIdeIInes remain in force. However, with mltlgatlon measures employed in full, the crIteria
in both documents can be achIeved

RESPONSE

The assessment IdentIfIed the theoretical maxImum shadow fIICker, as predIcted by the W indFarm software, usIng

levels under hIghly conservatIve assumptIons of constant sunshine, in Section 15.3.5 of Chapter 15, actual
sunshIne data is appIIed, the analysIS demonstrates that the condItIons necessary for shadow fIICker are IIkely to
occur during approxImately 29% of the theoretIcal maximum hours. On thIS basIS, reaIIstIC shadow fIICker levels

were derived and are presented in Table 15-2 of Chapter 15 the EIAR. The results show that, in the reaIIstIC
scenario without mitIgatIon the fIICker Impact is well below the 30 hours per year threshold value at most
IOcatIons, exclUdIng 7 of the propertIes in the vlclnlty, while one would exceed the 30-mInute threshold per day.
With the ImplementatIon of the Shadow Flicker Control Module, as is standard for commercIal wlndfarm
operatIons, turbInes will be controlled in order to elimInate shadow fIICker and the development WIll be fully
compIIant WIth the 2006 guIdeIInes, and no resIdual effects of shadow fIICker are expected

Section 5.4.1.1 of Chapter 5 of the EIAR addressed the ISSue of property devaluatIon assocIated WIth WInd energy
development. That sectIon reviews the available evidence base and concludes that there IS no substantIated basIS

for WIdespread or systematIC property value Impacts arISIng from WInd farm developments. The fOllOWIng text

provides cross.referencIng context and supplementary informatIon where relevant. Further informatIon
regardIng thIS tOPIC is in Section 4.4 of thIS response document. Issues related to Impact on Human Health and
PopulatIon; these tOPICS are addressed in Section 4.7 of thIS response document. ObJectIons regarding EquIne

and AgrIcultural LIvestock are addressed in Section 4.5.6 of thls response document, WhICh hIghIIghtS studIes
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undertaken to assess Impacts by wlndfarms on IIvestock showed there was a lack of such effects or that anImals

quickly habltuated to the dIsturbanCe. One of the studIes of effects on horses dISCUSsed found that only 11 of the

424 horses IIVIng on farms surveyed, were reported by the owners to have dIsplayed concern or avoIdance of

shadows on stable windows or on the ground along a traIl. However, even these horses habituated qUICkly

Assessment of the Impact of shadow fIICker was performed in IIne WIth the GuIdelines on the information to be

contaIned in EnvIronmental Impact Assessment Reports (EPA, 2022) in assessIng human health There is no
requIrement outIIned in the legISlatIon to assess impacts for specIfIC populatIon groups, in thIS case the

neurodlvergent indIviduals that were the subJect of the objectIons. WIth thIS in mInd, the mltlgation measures to
reduce shadow fIICker through adherence in order to ensure that there are no resIdual effects assocIated with
shadow fIICker include

setback dIstances,

InstallatIon of Shadow FIIcker Control Modules on the turbInes themselves,

modelIIng of the potentIal shadow Impact durIng operatIon, and

ongoIng monItorIng and assessment

4.9 Landscape and Visual

A large proportIon of the submISSIons receIved from members of the pUbIIC relate to landscape and VISual querIes.
Many of the landscape and visual related issues are common across the submISSIons so it is considered more

useful to respond to the ISSues by theme or hIghIIght dIstInctIve submISSIons than repetltlvely in respect of each
submISSIon. The common themes / dIstInctIve issues that WIll be addressed InclUde,

2. TurbInes too close to local resIdences

1. Turbines too tall

3. IndustriaIIsation of the scenIC rural landscape

4, The turbInes will intrude on views from sensItIve amenIty and herItage receptors

4.9.1 ObJectIon regardIng 'TurbInes too tall’

O&IECTION

The general obJectIon to the proposed turbIne heIght IS that the turbInes WIll domInate the skyIIne as well as the

rural landscape settIng and WIll be overbearIng in relatIon to nearby reSIdentS. The turbine heIght IS often
compared to other famIliar or IConIC tall structures

By way of response, it is Important to note that comparISon WIth other tall features is only relevant when their
settIng is SImIlar and theIr form / functIon comparable. The proposed turbInes WIll be VIsible WIthIn a broad scale

rural landscape setting where they may be promInent in some Instances, but due to the slender form and set back

distances from roads and resIdences, they do not appear overbearing or spatially domInant within views

RESPONSE

Although 160m turbInes are notably larger than the first-generatIon turbInes that were constructed in Ireland as

the WInd energy industry emerged around two decades ago, the proposed turbines would only be classed as mid.

range in height by today’s standards. Several WInd energy appIIcatIons have been submItted and granted in recent

years WIth turbInes at or in excess of 200m. These tend to be in broad peatland settIngs, but by the same ratIonale,
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the proposed 160m tall turbines do not appear over-scaled in their broad rural context. ThIS is reflected in the
fIndings of the LVI A chapter (Chapter 12), WhICh acknowledges several mId to hIgh ranges effects, but none that

are deemed slgnlficant. Furthermore, the LVtA includes a Route Screening AnalysIS (RSA) that reinforces that
WIthin relatively short dIstances (even less than 2km), it is considerably more likely that the proposed turbInes WII

be fully screened by Intervening terraIn and vegetatIon than openly visIble

4.9.2 ObJectIon regardIng TurbInes too close to local resIdences'

o&IEcrlON

A number of the obJectIons raise queries that the proposed turbInes WIll be too close to local residences and WII

be VISually overbearIng and detrimental to residentIal amenity.

It should be noted that the proposed turbInes comply WIth the 2019 Draft RevIsed Wind Energy GuIdeIInes in
terms of resIdential setback as they are more than 4 X the turbIne blade tIP height (600m/64C)m) from nearest

turbines. This is a setback distance that has been Introduced, in part, to ensure that proposed turbInes are not

overbearing and will not significantly effect resIdentIal VISual amenIty. Furthermore, whilst there are two IOcaIIsed

SUbstantIal-moderate VISual Impacts assessed in the project LVIA, the remaInIng VIewpoInt assessments are all

Moderate or lower. All of these visual effects are deemed to be not SIgnifIcant and, by impIIcatIon. the scale of

turbInes is not consIdered to be excessive for thIS landscape and VISual settIng

RESPONSE

4.9.3 ObJectIon regardIng 'IndustrIalisatIon of the rural (Golden Vale) landscape’

o&IEcrlON

Many of the 3''’ party submISSIons contend that the proposed wind farm WIll SPOIl the natural beauty of the area

and contribute to the industrialisation of the rural landscape. Several also include reference to thIS area beIng

part of the broad and fertIle 'Golden Vale’ beIng the heart of Munsters’ dairylng country

By way of response, local resIdents will Invariably and understandably extol the virtues of theIr local landscape,

however, it IS Important that the LVIA takes an obJectIve stance and also consIders the receIVIng landscape in the

natIonal and regional context in terms of distinctIveness, quaIIty and value, BeIng part of 'Golden Vale’ country

Implies that the area is synonymous WIth fertIle agrIculture and rolIIng pastureland, but landscape values relate

more to prodUctIVIty and sustaInIng of the rural economy rather than remote, scenIC or natural character. The
project LVIA hlghllghts that in accordance WIth the LImerIck Development Plan 2022-2028, the receIVIng landscape

is a general rural one; LCA 01 – 'AgrIcultural Lowlands’. This Landscape Character Area is not classifIed as being of

hIgh value or sensltlvlty and has assocIated poIICIes that seek to support the estabIIShed rural economy rather

than provIde a high degree of protectIon to the landscape. By any measure, it IS predomInantly a prodUctIve and
modIfIed landscape rather than a prIstIne and naturaIIstIC one. Even the frequently referenced Ballyhoura

MountaIns are notably modIfIed by agrICUlture, extensIve commercIal conIfer plantatIons and WInd energy
development

RESPONSE

In addItIon to the above, the WInd Energy Strategy for County LImerIck IdentIfIes that the proposed development

falls WIthIn an area that IS a 'Preferred’ one for wtnd energy development, thIS being the most favourable
classIfIcatIon withIn the County. Furthermore, the nearest scenIC desIgnatIons (scenIC route / view) IS nearly 5km

away at Lough Gur and asIde from another at Tory HI11 (7km away), all other scenic desIgnatIons are well beyond

10km away from the proposed turbInes in the outer portIons of the study area
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As a more general poInt, it is common for observers to claIm that a proposed WInd farm will contribute to the
urbanIsation or indUstrIaIIsation of the rural landscape, however, thIS has connotatIons that do not reflect the
reality of WInd energy development in Ireland. It is accepted that the proposed wind turbInes and anciltary
structures WIll contribute to an increase in the scale, intensIty and dIversity of bUIlt development WIthIn the
receIVIng rural landscape However, wind turbines have become synonymous WIth rural, upland and cutover

peatland areas in Ireland over the past 25 years – not urban or IndUstrial areas. They are structures that require

broad, exposed and often ISOlated settIngs to functIon effectIvely and tend not to be developed near urban areas

due to issues assocIated WIth population density DescribIng a structure as contrIbuting to indUstrialisatIon of a
landscape invokes Images of bulky monotone bUIldIngs and chImney stacks - whereas, WInd turbInes are
structures of the rural landscape WIth a dIrect connectIon to the elements

4.9.4 ObJection regardIng 'The turbInes wIll Intrude on vIews from sensitIve amenIty and
herItage receptors'

O&IECTION

WhIISt most 3''' party submISSIons raise general querIes in relatIon to effects on visual amenity, some are specIfIC

about VIsual intrusIon on views of, or from, parttcular landscape features of scenic, herItage or recreatIonal
amenIty value. Landscape features commonly referenced InclUde,

• Lough Gur

• Kn ockflerna

• Ballyhoura HIlls

VIews from Lough Gur are comprehensIvely assessed in the project LVIA where they are represented by VP17,

VP18 and VP19 and these also represent the scenIC route that surrounds the Lough Gur HerItage complex. VP17
IS from the Grange Stone CIrcle and VP18 is from the Lough Gur Wedge Tomb and neIther has the potentIal for

VISIbIlity of the Proposed Development. VP19 is from the local road at the northern end of Lough Gul WhICh is
afforded partIal views along the alignment of the Lough itself. The turbInes are a consIderable dIstance away from

here and read as a background feature that is dIScrete from the foreground setting Consequently, the overall
VISual effect was deemed to be Not SIgnIfIcant even accountIng for the sensItIVIty of the receptor.

RESPONSE

Knockflerna is over 12km away to the west of the SIte and does not have any associated scenic route or view
desIgnations. It is assessed in terms of potentIal landscape effects on the basIS that it has its own Landscape

Character Area (LCA). The Knockflerna LCA is not considered suitable for WInd energy development in its own
right, which ImpIIes it has some sensItivity to such development. However, the landscape Impact assessment

concludes that beyond the Central Study Area (>5km from the Site) are some of the more sensItIve landscape

areas (such as Knockfierna), but the slgnlficance of landscape effect IS not consIdered signifIcant for such areas

because of separation dIstance redUCIng the magnitude of effect on theIr landscape character as well as the
degree of Intervening screenIng that reduces lntervlsiblllty, in thIS regard, there is another forested hlll
ImmedIately east of Knockfierna which lies between Knockflerna and the proposed wind farm

The Ballyhoura HIlls begIn to rise some 12km south of the proposed WInd farm and afford some elevated views

towards the proposed wInd farm. However, as noted above, the Ballyhoura range is characterised by agriculture

extensive commercial conifer plantations and WInd energy development, which IImits its landscape and visua
sensItivity to similar development partIcularly withIn the dIstant agrICUltural plains to the north. Two
representative viewpoints are used to assess visual effects from WIthIn the Ballyhoura landscape context WIthin
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the project LVIA and these are; VP3 - L1511 at Kllflnane; and VP4 - R512 at Ardpatrlck. The VISual effect from these

receptors is deemed to be 'Slight’ and 'Sllght-tmperceptlble’ respectIvely and IS not signifIcant

4.9.5 ObjectIon regardIng 'CumulatIve vIsual Impacts

o&IEcrlON

Several of the 3''I party submissions relate to concerns of cumulatIve VISual Impacts WIth other exIsting permItted

and in-planning wind energy development and specifically the developers’ own Garrane WInd Farm (in-planning)
some IC)km to the southwest of the proposed wind farm

Cumulative visual Impacts are comprehensIvely assessed in the project LVI A usIng a cumulative Zone of

Theoretical VISibiIIty (ZTV) map as well as inclUSIon of all cumulatIve wind farms WIthIn the wireframe Images
contaIned in the photomontage set in accordance WIth relevant guIdance and best practIce. GIven that all of the

existing and permitted developments are contaIned at dIstances of over 16km in various directIons from the

proposed development, cumulative impacts are unsurprIsingly IImIted

RESPONSE:

The In-planning Garrane WInd Farm was also InclUded withIn the cumulatIve assessment and the overal

assessment of cumulative effect was classIfIed as 'Slight’. As highIIghted in the assessment, there is a consIderable

dIstance of nearly 10km between the two developments and the Route ScreenIng AnalysIS (RSA) for the proposed

development IndIcates a hIgh degree of screenIng WIthin the surroundIng rural lowland landscape – a SImIlar

landscape settIng shared by Garrane WInd Farm There WIll be combined VIews of both developments from some

elevated IOcatIons such as WIthIn the Ballyhoura range, but in such CIrcumstances, they appear as WIdely
separated and discrete features.

4.9.6 ObJectIon regarding 'Photomontage Accuracy

oaiECTioN

A couple of the 3''’ party submISSIons raIse ISsue WIth the apparent accuracy of the photomontages used to
support the VISual Impact assessment.

The photomontages are prepared as ’verIfiable views’ that correlate with the hIghest level of accuracy WIthIn the

Landscape InstItute guIdelines relatIng to VISual representatIon of development proposals. The process of

prodUCIng the photomontages Involves capturIng hIgh resolutIOn photography and an assocIated geo-lOcatIon of
the camera posItIon to WIthin approxImately 20cm of accuracy. The proposed turbines are modelled to theIr

precIse dImensIons and placed Into a dIgItal surface model where wlrellne Images of the turbInes and terraIn are

produced using the same parameters as the orIginal camera shot/s, Photo-real renders are also produced and

these are matched to the wirellne Image and the base photography to generate hIghly accurate photomontages.

RESPONSE

4.9.7 ObJectIon regarding 'VIsual Impacts at Cultural HerItage sItes’

o&JEcrioN

The LImerIck CIty and County COuncIl submISSIon hIghIIghted a number of cultural herItage and archltectura
heritage receptors from which it was felt VISual Impact assessment should be undertaken (and addltlona
photomontages produced). Some of these InclUded ArchItectural ConservatIon Areas (ACA) WIthIn surroundIng
settlements
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By way of response, it is important to note that visual effects occur in relatIon to VISual receptors and VISual

receptors are people / groups of people experIencIng views from dIfferent locations and contexts that Influence
their sensitIvity to visual change (according to relevant guIdance; GLVIA – 2013), it is very common that statutory

bOdIes and plannIng authorItIes request assessment of VISual effects on a partICUlar monument and thIS is only
relevant to LVI A when that monument attracts regular VISItors – in which case it WIll be assessed by the LVIA

specldllst in terms of the VISual effects on those VISItors and by the Cultural HerItage specIaIIst in relatIon to effects

on the settIng of the monument (both may use photomontages to Inform theIr assessment) if it is a monument

that IS in prIvate ownershIP and / or IS not regularly VISIted by the pUbIIC, only the Cultural HerItage assessment

of effects on its settIng IS relevant ThIS IS an Important dIstInctIon to make because it ensures that neIther the
LVIA specIaIIst nor the Cultural HerItage specIaIIst fInd themselves makIng non-expert Judgements in relation to

the other’s fIeld of expertIse and also so that the plannIng authorIty IS fully aware of the relatIve assessment
responslbllltles

RESPONSE

Photomontages were prepared and visual impact assessment undertaken from the IdentIfIed settlements /

features of Bruff, Lough Gur and Klllmallock as part of the LVIA (Chapter 12 of the EIAR) ThIS was a populatIon
based assessment rather than one that specifically considered the intrinsic ACA merits of the bUIlt fabric or

archaeological settIng. ThIS IS an approprIate approach for the LVIA as these setting-based factors are dealt WIth
separately and from an expert perspectIve in the Cultural HerItage assessment (Chapter 14]

4.9.8 Visual and Landscape Effects ConclusIon

The Landscape and VISual Impact assessment contaIned in Chapter 12 of the EIAR was undertaken in accordance

WIth relevant guIdance and best practIce for LVIA and photomontage prodUctIon for WInd energy development in

Ireland it was cornpleted by an Independent landscape consultancy fIrm WIth experIence of preparIng such

assessments for more than 200 Irish WInd Farms over the past 25 years.

The landscape and VISual effects arISIng from the proposed WInd farm will be SImIlar in scale and nature to many

other commercIal scale WInd energy developments throughout the country InclUding those that do not occur in

Preferred’ areas for WInd energy development such as thIS one does. Despite the considerable number of third

party submissIons, the submISSIon themes are SImIlar in nature to what would be expected for most commercIal

WInd energy developments proposed in settled rural areas.

It is accepted that the proposed development WIll have some mId to high range effects and reduce the VISual and
rural amenIties at a IOcaIIsed level, but not to the extent that it generates SIgnIfIcant adverse effects. This is

reflected in the fIndIngs of the project LVI A in thIS regard, it IS also worth notIng that landscapes are dynamIC and

will contInue to evolve in response to the natural and cultural processes of the time As noted by Judge Humphreys
In relation to the 2024 Coom WInd Farm JudICIal review (case no. ABP-3156S6-23)

“In order to address Climate Change, I would suggest that other elements of our envIronment and
the context WIthin which the environment is perceived must also change. This includes in particular

the visual context of an area which cannot be expected to remain unchanged in perpetuity but

particularly within the context of a climate emergency
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4.10 Traffic & Transportation

OBSERVATION

The submISsions raise querIes about constructIon traffic and the suItability and safety of the local road network

for accommodating constructIon traffic assocIated with the Proposed Development. Residents express
apprehension that the narrow rural roads are not capable of safely handling increased volumes of heavy vehicles

They hIghIIght that these roads are regularly used for walkIng, runnIng and cycling, and fear that the lntroductlon

of large constructIon traffic could SIgnIfIcantly reduce safety for famIlies, children and other vulnerable road users

RESPONSE:

Chapter 16 of the EIAR, MaterIal Assets: TraffIC and TransportatIon, assesses the potentIal effects of constructIon

and operatIonal traffIC on the surroundIng road network in accordance with relevant legISlation, pOIICy and
guIdance. The assessment consIders traffIC assocIated WIth the Proposed Wind Farm Development, together WIth

the proposed turbIne deIIvery route along natIonal, regIonal and local roads servIng the SIte.

The baseIIne assessment IdentIfIes the characteristIcs of the receiving road network, including rural local roads of

varying carrIageway width, exlsttng traffIC volumes, Junction arrangements and road geometry.

The construction phase has been assessed in detaIl, InclUding anticIpated traffic volumes, vehicle types and
deIIvery routes. A comprehensIve Traffic Management Plan (Appendix 16A) has been prepared as part of the EIAR

This plan sets out the measures that will be implemented to manage constructIon traffIC safely and to mInImise

dIsruptIon. The Plan InclUdes:

IdentIfIcatIon and assessment of turbine and abnormal load delivery routes

SChedUIIng of deIIveries to avoId peak traffIC periods where practIcable

Temporary traffIC management measures InclUdIng SIgnage, stop/go control and, where requIred,

temporary road or lane closures

Advance notIfIcatIon procedures and communIty IIaISon arrangements;

COordInatIon WIth the Local AuthorIty, An Garda Sioch6na and emergency services in advance of

abnormal load movements, and

• Road condItIon surveys prior to constructIon, ongoIng monItorIng durIng the works and reinstatement

where requIred.

The TraffIC Management Plan has been prepared at appIIcatIon stage and will be further refIned prIor to the
commencement of construction. The fInalised Plan WIll be submItted to Limerick City and County Council for

agreement, All constructIon traffIC WIll be managed in accordance WIth the approved measures

The TurbIne DeIIvery Route Assessment, InclUded WIthIn Appendix 2C of the EIAR, evaluates the suItabiIIty of the

selected haul route and IdentIfIes any temporary accommodatIon works or traffIC control measures necessary to

faciIItate safe deIIvery

Overall, the assessment concludes that, with the ImplementatIon of the proposed traffIC management and

mItIgatIon measures, constructIon traffIC can be accommodated on the local road network WIthOUt gIVIng rise to

SIgnIficant adverse effects on road safety or network operatIon
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4.11 Cultural Heritage Effects

A number of submISSIons raIse querIes relatIng to cultural herItage For clarIty and conclseness, these matters are

addressed by reference to common themes and, where relevant, dIstInctIve submISSIons, rather than respondIng

IndIVIdually to each submISSIon

Where issues raIsed have already been comprehensively assessed WIthIn the EIAR, the relevant section references

are provIded in order to avoId unnecessary repetItIon and to facIIItate ease of access to the orIgInal assessment.

The principal themes and issues Identified are as follows

PrOXImIty of the proposed grid connectIon to Lough Gur and the Grange Stone CIrcle

Adequacy of the archaeologIcal assessment of the grId connectIon route, InclUdIng potentIal Impacts on

Slxmlle BrIdge

Effects on the WIder cultural herItage of the Golden Vale

4.11.1 Lough Gur and Grange Stone CIrcle

SUbmISSIons raise queries regardIng the proximIty of the proposed grid connectIon route to Lough Gur and the
Grange Stone CIrcle, InclUdIng potentIal dIsturbance to archaeologIcal resources and degradatIon of the VISItor

and tourIsm experIence. Reference is also made to LImerIck Development Plan ObJectIve ED C)6, WhICh supports

tourIsm based on cultural and natural herItage

These matters are assessed in El AR Section 14.6.4, Chapter 14, WhICh concludes that. WIth the proposed
mItIgatIon measures, the development WIll not result in SIgnIfIcant adverse effects on the archaeologIcal or

cultural herItage slgntflcance of Lough Gur or the Grange Stone CIrcle

4.11.2 Assessment of the grId route IncludIng Slxmlle BrIdge

SUbmissIons express querIes regardIng the perceIved lack of archaeologIcal assessment along the proposed grId

connectIon route

As outIIned in El AR Section 14.6, there are eIght structures recorded in the NatIonal Inventory of ArchItectural

HerItage located along the proposed grId connectIon. Of these, only one structure – Slxmlle BrIdge (Reg No

21902305) – has the potentIal to experIence a physIcal Impact during the trench excavatIon stage.

The potentIal Impact on Slxmlle Bridge IS classIfIed as SIgnIfIcant However, in response, horizontal dIrectIonal

drIlIIng (HDD) WIll be employed at thIS IOcatIon to avoId dIrect physIcal Impact, thereby fully mItIgatIng the
potentIal effect

4.11.3 Cultural Herttage of Golden Vale

SUbmISSIons raise querIes regardIng potentIal alteratIon of the landscape, Impacts on tourIsm, and changes to the

character and settIng of herItage assets withIn the Golden Vale.

These issues are addressed in detail in EIAFI Sections 14.6 and 14.7, Chapter 14. The assessment concludes that

whIle the development WIll result in landscape change, it will not give rise to SIgnificant adverse effects on the
cultural or archaeological heritage value of the Golden Vale, nor will it undermIne its tourIsm function, havIng

regard to the scale of the development and the proposed mItIgatIon measures.
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4.11.4 AddItIonal ArchaeologIcal Assusment & MItIgatIon Measuru
A project archaeologist WIll be appoInted prior to development. In accordance WIth the mItIgatIon strategy set

out in Chapter 14, a programme of pre-development archaeological InvestIgatIon WIll be undertaken, InclUdIng
IIcensed geophysical survey and IIcensed test excavations along the proposed grid connection route and
assocIated works.

The treatment and InterpretatIon of the archaeologIcal resource, InclUdIng matters relatIng to archaeologIcal

clUsterIng, ritual landscapes and contextual relatIonships were assessed WIthIn the EIAR

MitIgatIon measures will include as appropriate, horizontal dIrectIonal drilIIng (HDD) to avoId dIrect physIcal

Impacts on sensItIve herItage assets, IIcensed intra-rIverine archaeological investIgations and surveys, and
targeted archaeologIcal monitorIng during construction works in areas IdentIfIed as archaeologlcally sensItive

based on the results of the IIcensed investigations and excavatIons.

These measures will ensure that any potential archaeological impacts, inclUdIng those WIthin watercourses, are

fully IdentIfIed, avoIded where possIble, and approprIately managed, in accordance WIth the assessment and

mItIgatIon framework set out in the EIAR

4.12 Air Quality

In relatIon to air quaIIty, submissions raIse querIes that the volume of heavy goods vehICle traffIC and the scale of

excavation assocIated WIth the Proposed Development will lead to “sIgnIficant fumes and dust emissions'

affectIng nearby homes, farms and communIty facilities. It is asserted that effective mItIgatIon is “highly
improbable," partICUlarly during the constructIon and transportation phases

Queries are expressed by resIdents IIving "within 50 m of the proposed route for construction vehicles" and WIthin

proximIty of turbines, who state that Increased dust and fumes would “negatIvely affect our overall health and
wellbeIng,” WIth particular emphasIS on impacts to “young children’s developing respIratory systems
SUbmISSIons IInk aIr pollution from dust and fumes to the development or worsenIng of respiratory Illnesses,
InclUdIng "asthma,” "Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary DIsease (COPD)," and "pulmonary fibrosis.

AddItIonal queries relate to the proxImIty of sensItIve receptors, InclUding schools and chIldcare facilitIes. It is

stated that further increases in construction traffIC on already busy roads would “lead to aIr pollutIon and

dIstractIons for staff and children," and that dust depositIon in school envIronments would directly affect pUPIIS

WIth asthma and other respiratory vulnerabIlities.

SUbmISSIons also descrIbe borrow pItS as operatIng “IIke quarrles,” generatIng “dust plumes” and “fIne
partICUlates," and contend that the El AR underestlmates these effects and does not adequately assess Impacts

on “chltdren, elderly residents, or Individuals WIth respIratory condItIons," despIte guIdance requIrIng
consIderation of sensitIve receptors and cumulative construction sources. QuerIes are raIsed that Chapter 10 (A

Quality) sets out only "general assessments and mitigatIon for dust and emISsions,” while the PopulatIon and
Human Health chapter simply references thIS assessment without providing “any specIfIC anatysls of preschool-

aged chIldren’s heIghtened sensitIVIty" or the fact that chIldren “spend prolonged periods outdoors,” it IS stated

that chIldcare facIIItIes are "outdoors every SIngle day" and that there is "no commItment to SIte-specIfIC air quaIIty

monItorIng" at or near the preschool. SUbmISsions assert that, in the absence of “clear, IOcatIon-specific analysIS
in the El AR,” childcare provIders cannot confIrm that foreseeable rISks from constructIon traffIC and dust to
chIldren and staff are fully understood or mitIgated. Further concerns relate to the extent and duratIon of

constructIon traffIC, InclUdIng references to “80 to 160 HGV trIps a day” over a period exceedIng two years,
extensIve trenchlng for grId connectIons, and large volumes of concrete haulage through towns and along local

roads. It IS asserted that these actIVItIes WIll result in “consIderable dust and airborne debrIS,” presentIng a
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“genuIne rISk to pUbIIC health," partICUlarly for vulnerable populatIons. FInally, submissIons state that dust and air

quaIIty Impacts assocIated WIth constructIon traffIC, excavatIon and haulage would cause sustaIned disruptIon to

daIly IIfe, local bUSInesses and rural communItIes, WIth residents describing the prospect of "constant dust and
disturbance” and "sustained exposure” in the absence of clearly documented mitigation measures

The potentIal for constructIon phase aIr quaIIty Impacts has been comprehensIvely assessed in Chapter 10 ( Air

QuaIIty) of the EIAR, WIth specIfIC regard to dust generatIon from earthworks, borrow pit excavatIon, constructIon
traffIC, track-out and exhaust emissions from plant and vehicles. The assessment consIders the scale, duratIon

and spatIal extent of constructIon actIVItIes and theIr effect on nearby sensItIve receptors. The assessment

methodology IS based on the InstItute of AIr QuaIIty Management (IAQM) GuIdance on the Assessment of Dust

from DemoIItIon and ConstructIon (2024) and adopts conservatIve zones of Influence.

RESPONSE

BaseIIne aIr quaIIty condItIons were characterIsed usIng avaIlable regIonal and natIonal aIr quaIIty Information

The receIving envtron ment IS predomInantly rural and IS therefore expected to reflect typical rural background air

quaIIty, consistent WIth EPA AIr QuaIIty Zone D, where pollutant concentratIons are well below the relevant
ambIent aIr quaIIty IImIt values

The aIr quality assessment has been undertaken usIng a health-protectIve framework that consIders the
populatIon as a whole, InclUdIng IndIVIduals who may be more sensItIve to changes in air quality such as chIldren

and those WIth underlyIng health condItIons. By applyIng conservatIve assessment crIterIa and ensuring
compliance WIth statutory air quaIIty standards at all sensItIve receptors, the assessment is desIgned to inherently
protect all members of the communIty, InclUdIng vulnerable IndIVIduals

HavIng regard to the nature and scale of the Proposed Development, the use of exIstIng data was consIdered
suffICIent to Inform the assessment. In thIS context, SIte-specIfIC air quaIIty monItorIng was not consIdered

necessary, notIng that such monItorIng IS more commonly appIIed to developments WIth sustaIned emISSIons to

air, such as IndUstrIal or anaerobIC dIgestIon facIIItIes, rather than WInd energy developments. On thIS basIS, any

mInor, short-term Increases in emISSIons durIng constructIon are not expected to give rise to SIgnifIcant effects
on human health

The El AR demonstrates that constructIon-related dust and emtsslons, InclUdIng those associated WIth borrow pItS

and excavatIon actIVItIes, have been robustly assessed usIng accepted best-practIce methOdOlogIes. Mitigation

measures to minimise dust generatIon and deposItIon are presented in Section 10.5 of EIAR Chater 10 ( Air

QuaIIty). In response to specIfIC querIes on dust suppressIon, thIS section confIrms that water will be used as a

dust suppressant where requIred e.g. a water bowser to spray access tracks and crane hardstandlng areas during

any extended dry periods when fugItIve dust emISSIons could potentIally arIse.

Measures to manage and control dust, emissions and aIr quaIIty are also set out in EMP 8: ConstructIOn Dust,

EmIssIons and AIr QuaIIty Management, contaIned WIthin the ConstructIon and EnvIronmental Management Plan

(CEMP) provIded in Appendix 2A of the EIAR. The CEMP estabIIShes a structured framework for SIte supervIsion

envIronmental management and correctIve actIon WIll be updated as necessary, and to reflect any condItIons
Imposed by An Coimlsl0n Pleanala,

Construction traffic effects, inclUdIng those arIsing from HGV movements, materIal deIIveries and grid connection

works, have been assessed in Chapter 16 (Traffic and Transportation) and are managed through the ConstructIon

TraffIC Management Plan (CTMP) provided in Appendix 16A of the EIAR. The CEMP and CTMP WIll operate
together to ensure that construction activities and associated traffic are coordinated and managed in a manner
that controls dust and emissions, maintains road cleanliness and minimIses effects on nearby receptors

QuerIes raIsed in submISSIons regardIng dust, aIr quality, borrow pit actIvitIes, constructIon traffic and potentla
effects on human health have been considered WIthIn the scope of the Et AR assessments and assocIated
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management plans. The EIAR demonstrates that these matters have been addressed through a comprehensive,
SIte-specifIC assessment Informed by current best practice and regulatory guIdance, WIth approprIate

management and control measures IdentifIed and secured for ImplementatIon

4.13 Climate

4.13.1 SustaInabIIIty

SUbmISSIon raise querIes regarding the sustaInabIIIty and envIronmental Impact of the proposed WInd farm across

the full turbIne lifecycle. It IS asserted that the EIAR does not adequately address long-term sustaInabIIIty in the
context of EU CIrcular Economy pOIICy and the Waste Framework Directive, and that the manufacture of turbInes

requIres “hundreds of tonnes of concrete and steel" WIth a hIgh assocIated carbon fOotprInt. SUbmISSIons contend

that these construction-related emissions undermIne the climate benefIts of the development durIng the early

operatIonal years,

Further queries are raIsed regarding the sourcIng of turbine materIals, InclUding rare earth elements, and the

potentIal envIronmental rISks assocIated WIth the use of IUbrIcants, hydrauIIC oils, and resins durIng operatIon

SUbmISSIons also focus on end-of-IIfe management, stating that turbIne blades are "not recyclable", that
foundations may be left in SItU permanently, and that the absence of a detailed decommISSIoning and recycIIng

plan constItutes a breach of EIA and waste legISlatIon. It is addItIonally suggested that alternative renewable
energy approaches, such as solar PV or communIty-scale energy storage, may offer greater sustaInabIIIty WIth

lower ecological Impact

RESPONSE

The lifecycle sustaInabIlity of the proposed development has been assessed within the EIAR in accordance WIth

the requIrements of the EIA DirectIve, EPA EIAR GuIdeIInes, and relevant natIonal and EU policy CIImate-related

lifecycle effects, InclUdIng embOdIed carbon, operatIonal carbon savIngs, and decommlsslonlng-phase emissions,

are addressed prlmarlly WIthIn Chapter 11 (CIImate), WIth supportIng InformatIon in Chapter 2 (DescrIptIon of the
Proposed Development)

The El AR expIICItly recognIses that the manufacture and constructIon of wind turbInes Involves the use of

concrete, steel and other materIals WIth assocIated embOdIed carbon. These Impacts are quantIfIed usIng

recognIsed assessment methOdOlogIes, as set out in Chapter 11, Sections 11.2.1.1 and 11.2.1.2. Construction

phase greenhouse gas emISSIons and embOdIed carbon are assessed in Chapter 11, Section 11.4.1, WIth the results

presented in Table 11-10. These emissions are evaluated agaInst the projected carbon savIngs from renewable
electrICIty generatIon over the operatIonal IIfetIme of the development in Chapter 11, Section 11.4.2.1 The

assessment demonstrates that whIle there IS an InItIal carbon cost assocIated with constructIon, this is offset
withIn the early years of operatIon, after WhICh the development deIIvers a substantial net redUctIon in

greenhouse gas emissions relatIve to fOSSIl fuel-based electrICIty generatIon. The EIAR does not claIm Immediate

carbon neutraIIty but transparently IdentIfIes the carbon payback perIOd and long-term net benefIt

With regard to materIals sourcIng, InclUdIng rare earth elements, the EIAR assesses the Proposed Development
at proJect level, consIstent WIth estabIIShed EIA practIce. The assessment of embodied energy and materIal use is

descrIbed in Chapter 11, Section 11.2.1.2, WIth quantItIes of constructIon materIals detaIled in Chapter 2 Globa

mlnlng practIces fall outsIde the scope of the El AR and are beyond the control of the Proposed Development,
however, turbIne procurement WIll comply WIth appIIcable EU standards and supply chaIn requirements
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Queries regarding the use of IUbrIcants, hydrauIIC OIIS, and resins during operation are addressed WIthIn the EIAR

OperatIonal actIVItIes and assocIated rISks are consIdered in Chapter 11, Sections 11.4.2 and 11.4.4.2 The

operatIonal phase is characterIsed by infrequent maIntenance actIvitIes, WIth turbInes desIgned as sealed
systems. Standard mitIgatIon measures, InclUdIng controlled handIIng procedures, spill preventIon and response
measures, and appropriate storage and disposal of waste materials, are provIded for. WIth these measures in

place, the EIAR concludes that there IS no IIkeIIhOOd of SIgnIfIcant effects durIng the operatIonal phase

End-of-IIfe consIderatIons are addressed WIthIn the El AR at a level of detaIl approprIate to the planning stage.
DecommIssIonIng Impacts are assessed in Chapter 11, Section 11.4.3, WIth mItIgatIon measures outIIned in

Section 11.4.4.3 The EIAR recognISes that a SIgnIfIcant proportIon of turbIne components, InclUdIng steel and
copper, are recyclable and are expected to be recovered at end of IIfe in accordance WIth regulatory requIrementS

and prevaIling practIce at that tIme. WhIle composIte blade materIals have hIstorically presented recyCIIng

challenges, the El AR notes that reuse and recycIIng technologIes are evolving and are expected to contInue to
develop over the IIfetIme of the proJect

The EIAR does not assume that turbine fOundatIons WIll necessarIly be left in SItU permanently DecommIssioning

measures WIll be determIned WIth regard to environmental protection, land stabIIIty, and future land use, and in

accordance WIth the requirements of the plannIng authority at the tIme of decommISSIonIng. The absence of a
fully detailed decommISSIonIng method statement at thIS stage IS consIstent WIth EIA guIdance and does not

constItute a breach of the EIA DIrective or waste legislatIon

The consideratIon of alternatives is addressed WIthIn Chapter 3 (ConsIderation of AlternatIves) of the El AR in

accordance WIth the EIA DIrectIve The Proposed Development IS cognlsant of SIte-specIfIC characterIstICS
avaIlable WInd resource, grId connectIvity, and national and regIonal renewable energy pOIICy

Overall, the El AR demonstrates that the proposed development has been assessed on a IIfecycle basIS, WIth
embOdIed emISSIons, operatIonal effects and decommISSIonIng consideratIons evaluated and mItIgated Subject

to the measures IdentIfIed, the El AR concludes that the Proposed Development WIll deIIver SIgnIficant long-term

cIImate benefIts WIth no SIgnIfIcant resIdual envIronmental effects

4.13.2 Carbon Footprint

Further submissIons raise querIes regardIng the adequacy of the cIImate assessment and the transparency of the

project’s carbon fOotprInt. It is asserted that, “in the absence of a transparent constructIon emissions Inventory,
a JustIfIcatIon for the chosen grId route in carbon terms, and mItIgation for hIgh-embOdied-carbon materIals, the

cIImate chapter should be consIdered Incomplete and Further Information should be sought.” QuerIes are
expressed that SIgnIfIcant carbon emissions WIll arIse from the manufacture, transport and InstallatIon of turbInes

and assocIated Infrastructure, with submISSIons notIng that equIpment IS “beIng transferred over 1,000’s of mIles”

and that the use of concrete, descrIbed as “not carbon free," WIll Increase overall carbon emISSIons durIng
constructIon

Further submISSIons questIon the broader envIronmental fOotprInt of the development, inclUdIng “the impact of

constructIon, the resources needed for ongoIng maintenance, and the challenges involved in safely disposIng of

[turbInes] at the end of their lifespan." it is contended that no clear measure of the proJect’s overall carbon
fOotprInt has been provIded and that the emISsions assocIated WIth constructIon and materIals could “far
outweIgh the net CO, redUctIons overall."

Greenhouse gas emissions associated WIth the constructIon phase of the Proposed Development have been

assessed in Chapter 11 (CIImate) of the EIAR, WIth specIfIC consIderatIon gIven to embOdIed carbon artslng from

RESPONSE
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materials, transport, land use change and construction activities. The assessment identifies that the principal
source of construction-phase emissions relates to embOdIed carbon in construction materials and assocIated SIte

actIVItIes, InclUding turbine foundations, site tracks, grid connectIon works and ancillary infrastructure. Detailed
project-specific quantities of materials, including granular fill, steel reinforcement, precast concrete elements and

in-sItu concrete, have been used to Inform the assessment, together with representative transport distances for

material supply. This approach provides a transparent and auditable construction emissions inventory that is

proportIonate to the stage of project desIgn and consistent WIth EPA EIAR GuIdeIInes and accepted best practIce

Emissions assoclated with vegetatIon clearance, inctuding the loss of approximately 14.4 ha of forestry and 1,578

m of hedgerow, have been included within the constructIon-phase carbon calculations, alongside emissions
arising from excavatIon, plant use and construction worker travel. End-of-life decommissIoning emissIons are also

accounted for within the embodied carbon assessment, ensuring that the lifecycle assessment is not limited solely
to the construction or operational phases.

The total construction-phase embodied emissIons are estimated at 21,413.9 tonnes CO, equivalent. When
annualised over the operatIonal IIfespan of the wind farm, thIS equates to approximately 611.8 tonnes CO,

equivalent per annum. In this context, annualised constructIon emissions represent approximately 0,0003 percent

of Ireland’s 2030 greenhouse gas emlsslon target and approximately 0.003 percent of the relevant industrial
sector carbon budget

WIth respect to the grid connection, the selected route is described in Chapter 2 (Description of the Proposed

Development), WIth associated construction emissions InclUded WIthin the overall constructIon-phase carbon

assessment in Chapter 11 (CIImate), The EIAR does not undertake a comparative carbon appraIsal of alternative
grId routes, as the route selectIon was Informed by technIcal feastbtlity, avoidance of envIronmental constraints,

mInimisation of land take and disturbance, and deliverabiIIty within the existIng grid infrastructure. In accordance
with EIA guidance, the cIImate assessment appropriately quantIfIes the emissIons associated with the chosen

route rather than undertaking a hypothetIcal comparison of alternatives that are not reasonably available or
envIronmentally preferable.

MItIgatIon in relation to constructIon-phase emISsions and hIgh-embOdied-carbon materIals is addressed withIn

Chapter 11 (CIImate). These measures InclUde optImisatIon of material quantities through detailed design, reuse

of excavated materIals on SIte, sourcIng of materials locally where practIcable to reduce transport emissIons.

effICIent construction management and minImIsatIon of waste generatIon. WhIle materials such as concrete and

steel are Inherently carbon IntensIve, theIr use IS unavoidable for structural integrity and safety, and the EIAR
addresses this through lifecycle assessment rather than prescriptive material substitution, which would not be

approprIate or feasIble at the EIAR stage

To assess the balance between IIfecycle carbon losses and operatIonal carbon savings, a proJect-specifIC carbon

balance assessment was undertaken usIng the Scottish Government carbon calculator. In the absence of an Irish

equIvalent, it is consIdered approprIate to apply this tool to the Proposed Development. The calCUlatIons identify

approximately 86,046 tonnes of CO, equivalent losses over the 35-year lifespan of the 4.5 MW turbines

Once operational, the WInd farm WIll generate renewable electrICIty that displaces electrICIty otherwIse produced

from fOSSIl fuel sources. Using a conservatIve grId-mix emission factor, the assessment IdentIfies a carbon payback

period of approxImately one year. Over the remaInIng operatIonal IIfetIme, the Proposed Development IS

estImated to offset approxImately 87,956 tonnes of CO, per annum, equating to a total savIng of approxImately
3.1 mIlIIon tonnes of CO,. Direct operational emissions are negligIble, being limIted to infrequent maIntenance
vehICle movements

On this basis, while the Proposed Development gIves rise to an IdentifIable embodied carbon cost durlng
constructIon, the EIAR demonstrates that these emISsions are rapIdly offset and that the development deIIvers
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substantIal net greenhouse gas emission reductions over ItS operatIonal IIfetime. The cIImate assessment is

therefore consIdered complete, proportIonate, and suffICIent to Inform decISIon-makIng, and there is no basis to
conclude that Further Information is requIred in thIS regard

4.13.3 CIImate Action Plan and Coolglass WF decisIon

A number of observers, in third-party submissIons to An Coimisl0n Plean51a, raIsed queries that the proposed

development faIls to adequately comply WIth the LImerick Development Plan and that undue reIIance has been

placed on natIonal cIImate pOIICy to Justify departures from local plannIng provISIons. In thIS context, reference
was made to the HIgh Court decisIon in Coolglass WInd Farm Ltd v An Bord Plean§la [2025] IEHC I, WhICh was

CIted as authorIty for the prIncIple that cIImate actIon objectIves, whIle carryIng statutory weIght, do not dIsplace

the requIrement for proper plannIng, envIronmental protectIon, or respect for resIdentIal amenIty.

Several submISSIons referred to the statutory duty under sectIon 15(1) of the CIImate ActIon and Low Carbon

Development Act 2015 (as amended), notIng JudICIal clarifIcatIon that thIS constItutes a "comply WIth" obIIgatIon

Insofar as practIcable, However, observers emphasised that the HIgh Court' in Coolglass confIrmed that such
cIImate obligatIons must be balanced against, and cannot overrIde, environmental law, human rights

consIderatIons, or the blndlng provISIons of development plans. In partICUlar, it was contended that the Coolglass
judgment reaffIrmed the necessIty for decISIon-makers to adhere to local development plan poIICIes and to ensure
that procedural requIrements and resIdents’ rIghts are fully respected, even where developments are advanced

In support of national cIImate obJectIves

In response, it IS noted that the observers’ reIIance on Coolglass WInd Farm Ltd v An Bord Pleandla [2025] IEHC I

IS mlsconcelved and does not accurately reflect elther the procedural hIstory of that case or the fIndIngs of the
HIgh Court. In Coolglass, planning permISSIon was refused by An Colmlsl0n Pleanila, and it was the appIIcant who

successfully challenged that refusal by way of JudICIal revIew

RESPONSE

The HIgh Court quashed the decISIon of An CoimlsiOn Plean61a on the basIS that it failed to properly dISCharge its

statutory obligatIon under section 15(1) of the Climate ActIon and Low Carbon Development Act 2015 (as

amended), The Court confirmed that this provision Imposes a substantIve duty on pUbIIC bOdIes to comply with

national cIImate action plans and targets Insofar as practIcable, and that thts obligation is not satisfIed by mere

reference to, or preference for, County Development Plan policies where those poIICIes would frustrate the
achIevement of bIndIng natIonal cIImate obJectives

AccordIngly, the Coolglass Judgment does not support the contentIon advanced by observers that An Colmlsidn

Plean51a must prIorItIse County Development Plan provisIons over natIonal cIImate pOIICy, nor that cIImate
obJectIves cannot Iustlfy departure from local planning poIICIes. On the contrary, the HIgh Court made clear that

a faIlure to properly engage WIth, and gIve effect to, national cIImate actIon plans may render a plannIng decISIon

unlawful, even where reIIance is placed on development plan provISIons

The CIrcumstances in Coolgtoss therefore undermine, rather than support, the obJections raIsed. The Judgment

confirms that An CoimlsiOn Plean61a is requIred to actively apply natIonal cIImate obligatIons in its decisIon-

makIng, and that an undue or unreasoned reIIance on County Development Plan poIIcies, without proper
consIderation of cIImate actIon targets, is InconsIstent WIth lts statutory mandate

Note. Coolgldss WInd Farm LImIted v An Colrnl stun Pleanala (2026) Suprenre Lourt decISIon occurred aFter the bubnrlb510ns

receIved by ACP for Bdlllnlee WInd Farm.
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An Colmlsl0n Plean61a (ACP) appealed the High Court’s decision to the Supreme Court and ruled to uphold the
High Court’s decIsion on the 04/02/2026 and quash ACP’s appeal. However, the Supreme Court clarIfIed the scope

of SectIon 15 of the CIImate ActIon and Low Carbon Development Act 2015 (as amended). While plannIng

authorities are legally obliged to perform theIr functIons in a manner consistent, insofar as practicable, with
natIonal cIImate obJectIves, this obligatIon does not create an automatic requirement to depart from the
provisions of a development plan. The Supreme Court emphasised that climate obligations must be meaningfully

and substantlvely consIdered withIn the statutory plannIng framework, and that a range of outcomes may be
open to a decisIon-maker dependIng on the facts of the case

4.14 Land and Soils

4.14.1 SoII StabIIIty and Ground CondItIons

SUbmISSIons state that WInd turbIne fOundatIons require “extensive excavatIon, concrete installatIon, and heavy

constructIon traffic” and query that such works present rISks to “soil stability, groundwater systems, and local
watercourses,” partICUlarly in rural areas reliant on agricultural land use. It is asserted that the potentIal for
contamInatIon or long-term hydrological dIsruptIon should not be overlooked

It is further stated that parts of the SIte and surroundIng lands comprise “soft, marshy bogland,” and that the
introdUctIon of heavy constructIon machinery, turbine fOundatIons and access roadworks would have
“catastrophic consequences for the stability of the land.” Reference is made to existing signs of subsidence,

InclUdIng sectIons of local roads havIng requIred resurfacIng on multiple occasions, and queries are expressed
that addItional loadIng could worsen ground InstabiIIty, affectIng “property bOundarIes, drainage, and the

structural Integrity of nearby homes.”

SubmISSIons also note that El AR Chapter 8 acknowledges the presence of peat and soft SOIIS withIn parts of the
site, and assert that turbine bases, access tracks and borrow pits increase the risk of “peat instabiIIty," “slope

failure," and “draInage alteration." it is claimed that the EIAR does not provide suffICIent "worst-case scenarIO

modelIIng" or justifIcatIon to demonstrate that these rISks can be managed safely.

AddItIonal querIes descrIbe the SIte as comprisIng "waterlogged SOIIS and estabIIShed hydrologIcal pathways,'

with "recurring IOcaIIsed flooding,” underlain by glacIal tIll deposIts consIstIng of a varIable mlx of clay, SIlt, sand,
gravel, cobbles and boulders, it is asserted that these conditIons create a “highly sensitIve environment" where
large-scale ground dIsturbance carries a SIgnificant rISk of InstabIIIty.

Finally, submissIons query that the scale of the proposed turbInes, with heights of up to 160 metres, combIned

WIth constructIon on “unstable waterlogged SOIIS," could increase the rISk of landsllp or sedIment run-off,

particularly where prevIOUS instances of infrastructure instability in the wider area are cited

RESPONSE

Matters relatIng specIfIcally to groundwater and hydrology are addressed in Section 4.6 of thIS report. The
response below addresses the issues Insofar as they relate to land, SOIIS and ground condItIons, as assessed in

LIAR Chapter 8 (Land and SOIIS)

The EIAR IdentifIes that the Proposed Development SIte IS underlaln predomInantly by mIneral SOIIS derIved from

IImestone tIll, WIth IOcaIIsed occurrences of peat, peaty SOIIS and soft ground in dIScrete areas. These condItIons

are typIcal of the WIder agrICUltural landscape and were characterised through a combinatIon of desk-based
review and SIte-specIfIC ground InvestIgations, InclUdIng trIal pItS. The SOIIS are typical of intensively farmed
lowland areas of the Golden Vale. These SOIIS are structurally stable under controlled constructIon condItions and
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are not comparable to upland blanket peat or deep organIC SOIIS assocIated WIth hIstorIC peat sIIde events cited
in submISSIons.

A desktop study of the SIte was undertaken, InclUding a revIew of LiDAR and OSI contour data and IdentifIcation
of surface water fedtures, all of which can influence slope stability. DurIng site visits, no areas were identified as

beIng prone to stabiIIty rISk. BaseIIne land and SOIl condItIons are descrIbed tn detail in Sections 8.3.1 to 8.3.16.
informed by a combInatIon of desk-based assessment, site walkovers and targeted geotechnIcal investigation.

The desIgn of turbIne foundations, access tracks and assocIated Infrastructure has taken account of these ground

condItIons. Each turbIne base will be constructed on suItable bearIng stratum usIng a spread fOundatIon, WhICh is

WIde and shallow Access tracks have been routed and desIgned to mInImIse excavatIon and WIll comprise a
comblnatton of founded, floated and upgraded desIgns, as approprIate to local ground condItIons.

Borrow pItS are proposed as temporary, controlled sources of constructIon materIal and are not Intended to
operate as deep or permanent quarrIes A 30% contIngency factor was appIIed based on the desktop study of the

geology and trIal pItS at the IOcatIons of the borrow pits ExcavatIon depths WIll be IImIted. staged and managed

to avoId InstabIlity of surroundIng soils.

The EIAR acknowledges the IImited presence of peat and soft SOIIS in parts of the site and Includes mItIgatIon
measures to manage these areas, InclUdIng careful excavatIon, segregatIon and reInstatement of SOIIS, controlled

draInage and avoIdance of steep slopes or unstable ground. GIven the generally shallow and IOcaIIsed nature of

peat IdentifIed, the potentIal for peat InstabiIIty or slope failure is consIdered low.

ExcavatIons for the borrow pItS and turbIne hardstands represent the largest scale excavations WIthIn the SIte
These works WIll be undertaken in accordance WIth an approved temporary works desIgn to ensure excavatIon

stabIIIty at all tImes ExcavatIons WIll be formed WIth safe SIde slope angles or supported where necessary, WIth

perImeter and Internal draInage measures lnstatled to manage surface water and groundwater Ingress

As outIIned in Section 8.5.1.2.3 (Slope StabIIIty), the Contractor’s method statements for each element of work
WIll be revIewed and approved by the engIneer prIor to SIte operatIons. A competent project geotechnica

engIneer or engineerIng geologIst WIll be employed durIng the constructIon phase. As part of detaIled design,
potentIal planes of weakness WIthin the overburden WIll be IdentIfied, inclUdIng variatIons in material type and

bedrock follatlon. Earthworks WIll be constructed to safe, stable angles in accordance WIth detaIled desIgn and

best practice. Plant and materIals will be stored only in approved IOcatIons and will not be positIoned or trafficked

in a manner that would surcharge exIstIng or newly formed slopes

ConstructIon traffIC and plant movement have also been consIdered in the context of ground condItIons and

exIstIng Infrastructure Where works Interface WIth local roads or soft ground, approprIate constructIon controls,

temporary strengthening and reInstatement will be Implemented to prevent deterioratIon of soil structure or
ground stability.

From a land and SOIIS perspectIve, WIth the ImplementatIon of the proposed mItIgatIon measures, the IIkelihOOd

of SIgnIfIcant adverse effects on SOIl stabIIIty, ground structure or land use IS low.

4.14.2 Road SubsIdence

SUbmISSIons state that sectIons of the R516 “are subJect to SInkIng" and that the road level “becomes uneven very

qUICkly due to subSIdence,” with maIntenance works requIred at regular Intervals. Queries are expressed that

Increased traffic during the construction and maintenance phases of the proposed development would have a

negatIve effect on thIS “already vulnerable stretch of road "

RESPONSE
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The submISSIons hIghIIghtS that the road is underlaln by soft ground in places, WhICh contrIbutes to perIOdic

settlement and maintenance requirements. The potential for construction traffIC to Interact with these ground
condItIons has been recognIsed. A pre-constructIon brIdge and road survey WIll be carrIed out on the haul routes

on the R516, WhICh will be monitored on a regular basis and any damage rectified promptly. Once constructIon
has been completed a post constructIon road and bridge survey will be carried out. Any sectIons identIfIed as

damaged after the preconstruction survey will be reinstated. These measures are intended to prevent
deterIoratIon of subgrade SOIIS and ensure that the exIstIng conditIon of the road IS not adversely affected by the

Proposed Development

4.14.3 Peat

SubmISsions raise queries regardIng the presence, extent and management of peat and SOIIS WIthIn the Proposed

Development site and question whether the EIAR provIdes suffIcient detaIl to demonstrate that peat disturbance
and soil excavatIon will be managed in accordance WIth best practIce. It IS asserted that turbIne fOundatIons,

access tracks and associated infrastructure may be located in areas underlain by peat soils, WIth potentIal
ImpIIcatIons for SOIl stabiIIty, draInage and downstream environments.

QuerIes are expressed that the EIAR does not set out adequate detaIl on the reuse, recovery or disposal of
excavated SOIIS, fOundatIon materIals and peat arISIng durIng constructIon, and that thIS IS Inconsistent WIth

circular economy objectIves and construction phase waste management requIrements SUbmISSIons also raise

uncertaInty regardIng the IdentIfIcatIon, handIIng and disposal of potentIally contamInated soils in compIIance

with national and EU environmental legISlation

SpecIfIC ISSues are raIsed in relatIon to peat assessment and management. WhIle the El AR acknowledges the
presence of IOcaIIsed peat deposIts with recorded depths of up to approxImately 0.8 m, it is contended that no

standalone Peat and Spoil Management Plan has been submItted and that the extent of peat probing across
turbIne locations, access tracks, borrow pItS and other Infrastructure is insufficIently documented SUbmISSIons

further questIon the reIIance on desk-based peat mappIng where site InvestIgatIons identifIed local peat remnants

and raise querIes regarding the adequacy and transparency of peat volume and carbon calCUlatIons, as well as

the potentIal for deeper or unmapped peat beyond the InvestIgated IOcatIons.

RESPONSE:

Chapter 8 Land and Soils in the EIAR IdentIfIes that the domInant SOIl types across the proposed development are
mineral SOIIS derIved from IImestone tIll, with IOcaIIsed occurrences of peat and peaty soIIs recorded in discrete

IOcatIons. These findings are based on a combInation of desk-based mapping and site-specifIC ground
InvestigatIons, InclUdIng trIal pItS excavated across the site. Site InvestIgatIons confIrmed that peat is present only

in small, isolated areas with average depths of less than 0.5 m and that peat rISk rankIng across the site IS zero
On thIS basIS, the chapter concludes that there is no rISk of SOIl InstabiIIty, peat faIlure or landSIIde assocIated WIth

the Proposed Development.

With regard to the use of published mapping, the EIAR acknowledges that regIonal SOIIS and peat datasets are
indicative in nature and may not capture small-scale or dISContInuous peat deposIts. For thIS reason, site-specIfIC

ground InvestIgatIon data was also used to Inform the assessment of baseIIne condItIons and design
consIderatIons. The presence of IOcaIIsed peat encountered durIng ground InvestIgatIons does not IndIcate
extensIve peat coverage across the SIte and IS not InconsIstent with the absence of mapped peat at regIonal scale

The El AR sets out measures for the management of excavated SOIIS and peat, InclUdIng the segregation, storage

and reuse of tOPSOIl, SUbSOIl and peat where practicable. A Resource and Waste Management Plan (Appendix 28

has been developed to guIde the appoInted contractor in managIng any waste or unsuItable materIal in
compIIance WIth current legISlatIon, guIdance and IndUstry standards. WhIle a standalone Peat and SpOIl

Management Plan IS not InclUded as a separate document, the prIncIples of peat management are embedded
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withIn the land and SOIIS assessment and assocIated mItIgatIon measures. These measures provIde for careful

handIIng, short-term storage and reinstatement of peat in areas of dIsturbance, WIth the objectIve of maIntaIning

SOIl structure and minImISIng carbon loss,

The extent of ground investigation undertaken was considered sufficient to characterise the SIte from a land and

soils perspectIve. Trial pits were targeted at key Infrastructure IOcatIons, Including turbine bases, access tracks

and borrow ptt areas, and provIded an appropriate understanding of soil stratigraphy and ground condItIons for

the purposes of envIronmental assessment. The EIAR does not rely on assumptions of extensive peat presence

and does not propose excavatIon WIthin deep peat deposits. GIven the shallow and discontInuous peat deposits

encountered, the potential for SIgnIfIcant peat-related carbon release is consIdered low

PotentIal rISks assocIated WIth contamInated SOIIS are also addressed in the EIAR. The CEMP (El AR Volume 111,

Appendix 2A) InclUdes SIte management controls to mItIgate for contamInatIon/pollutIon. The Resource and

Waste Management Plan also confIrms there IS no evIdence of hIstorIcal land uses that would gIve rIse to
contamInated land WIthIn the SIte. NotwIthstandIng thIS, standard constructIon envIronmental controls WIll apply,

InclUdIng procedures for the IdentIficatIon, segregatIon and approprIate management of any unexpected
contamInated materIal encountered durIng construction

4.14.4 Borrow PIts and MaterIal SuItabIIIty

Local resIdents have raised detaIled querIes regardIng the potentIal effects of the proposed borrow pItS on land

and SOIIS, questIonIng whether the EIAR adequately characterIses baseIIne ground condItIons or assesses the

consequences of large-scale excavatIon for SOIl stabIIIty SUbmISSIons from residents IIVIng in proxImIty to the

proposed borrow pItS emphasIse that parts of the area already experIence IOcaIIsed flOOdIng. and query that

extensIve excavatIon and ground dIStUrbance could compact SOIIS, dIsrupt natural drainage pathways and Increase

flood rISk for nearby propertIes

QuerIes are also raIsed regardIng the scale of the proposed borrow pItS and the extent of SOIl and rock removal

Reference IS made to the El AR descrIptIon of borrow pItS WIth a combIned area of approxImately 60,700 m2 and

mInImum excavatIon depths exceedIng 3m, resulting in substantial volumes of excavated materIal. Residents
questIon whether the ImplicatIons of such extensIve ground dIsturbance for SOIl structure, permeabIlity and

erosion potentIal have been fully assessed, partICUlarly in IOw-lyIng areas WIth known draInage sensitIVIty.

Further submISSIons hIghIIght perceIved InconsIstencIes between drawIngs and El AR text in relatIon to the IOcatIon

and extent of the borrow pits. It IS suggested that these InconsIstencies make it dIffiCUlt to clearly understand the
relatIonshIP between proposed excavatIon areas and surroundIng lands and raise querIes as to whether the true

extent of potentIal soil dIsturbance and draInage alteration has been accurately captured WIthIn the assessment.

Issues are also raIsed in relatIon to the absence of a Borrow Pit Management Plan and the IImIted detail provIded

regardIng excavatIon methods and soil handIIng procedures ResIdents express querIes that, WIthOUt clearly
defIned method statements, it is dIffICUlt to understand how SOIl erosion, compactIon and sedIment mobIIIsatIon

WIll be avoIded durIng constructIon, or how dIsturbed land WIll be reinstated in a manner that restores pre-exIstIng

SOIl function

In addition, submissions refer to potentIal effects on subsurface conditions arlslng from deep excavatIon and

ground compaction. QuerIes are expressed that alteratIons to ground structure could affect local groundwater

levels and draInage behavIOur. ResIdents questIon whether the El AR has adequately demonstrated that land and

soil Impacts assocIated with borrow pIt excavatIon WIll be confined, reversIble and compatible WIth existing
ground condItIons
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Taken together, these submISSIons IndIcate shared queries among local residents that the EIAR does not provide
suffIcient clarity or assurance regarding the land and soil implications of borrow pit excavation. In particular,
residents questIon whether the potentIal effects on soII stability, drainage functIon and flood susceptIbIIIty have
been fully identified and assessed, and whether appropriate mitigation and restoratIon measures have been

defined at a level that allows the IIkely land and soil impacts of the Proposed Development to be properly
understood prior to any grant of consent.

RESPONSE

In response to the querIes raIsed, it is noted that the potentIal effects of the proposed borrow pits and assocIated

ground dIsturbance on land and soils have been comprehensively assessed wIthin Chapter 8 Land and Soils of the

El AR, in accordance with EPA guidance and the Institute of GeologIsts of Ireland guIdelines.

BaseIIne land and SOIl conditIons are descrIbed in detaIl in Sections 8.3.1 to 8.3.16, Informed by a combination of

desk-based assessment, site walkovers and targeted geotechnical Investigation. The site is characterised

predomInantly by mIneral soils derived from IImestone till, WIth IOcaIIsed areas of poorly draIned mineral soils and

very limited pockets of shallow peat

The sensItIvity of land and SOIIS receptors is evaluated in Section 8.3.15 using established NRA crIteria. The

majority of the site is classified as having low to medium sensitivity, reflectIng the absence of designated
geological features, the domInance of mineral SOIIS and the IImIted extent of peat. No geological hazards, InclUding

karst features or faulting, are identIfied WIthIn the SIte.

The extent of borrow pIt excavatIon IS addressed in Section 8.3.10. Two on-site borrow pItS are proposed, WIth a

combIned area of approxImately 60,700 m’, Site Investigations confirmed shallow overburden depths overlying

competent rock strata. The excavation methodology provides for the careful stripping, segregation and temporary

storage of tOPSOIl and subsoil in designated deposition areas, wIth material reuse forming a central element of

the construction strategy. POst-constructIon, the borrow pits will be backfllled with excess site-won material,
capped with stored soils and reinstated to agrICUltural use, ensurIng no permanent loss of soil resource

The EIAR does not assume that all excavated material will be suItable for reuse without verification. The suitabiIIty

of excavated soils and rock will be confIrmed during construction, with material reused on site where appropriate

and any unsuItable or contaminated material removed to appropriately IIcensed facIIItIes in accordance WIth
statutory requirements. The proposed borrow pits are not Intended to operate as permanent quarries and wil
be used solely to supply SIte-won materIal for the constructIon of the Proposed Development

Borrow pit excavation and turbine hardstand construction represent the largest scale excavatIons within the site
These works will be undertaken in accordance with an approved temporary works design to ensure excavatIon

stability at all times. Excavations will be formed with safe side slope angles or supported where necessary, with

perImeter and Internal draInage measures Installed to manage surface water and groundwater ingress, SedIment

control measures will be Incorporated within the drainage system to prevent soil erosion and off-site sediment

mobiIIsatIon

The handIIng, storage and reInstatement of excavated materIal is further addressed in Section 8.3.11 and Section
8.5.1.2 Excavated SOIIS WIll be deposIted in engineered deposItIon areas desIgned to prevent erosion, WIth

materIals placed in controlled layers and protected by silt fencing and drainage controls. Progressive
reinstatement and revegetation will restore soil structure and function following construction

QuerIes regarding subsurface condItIons and groundwater Interactions are addressed through the detaIled

geotechnIcal InvestIgatIons descrIbed in Sections 8.3.13 and 8.3.16. Groundwater was encountered only as minor

seepage in a limited number of trial pits, and groundwater levels are noted to be shallow and variable across the

SIte, reflectIng typical lowland agricultural conditions. The EIAR concludes that borrow pIt excavation and
assocIated construction works WIll not result in signIficant or permanent changes to subsurface conditions, soi
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permeabiIIty or groundwater behavIour. Further detail relatIng specifIcally to groundwater and hydrology are
addressed in Section 4.6 of thIS report_

A Construction Environmental Management Plan has been prepared and sets out the fundamental work practices,

construction management procedures, roles and responsibilities, mitigation measures and monitoring proposals
that must be adhered to durIng constructIon. A Resource and Waste Management Plan has also been developed

to guIde the appoInted contractor in managing construction waste in compliance WIth current legislation
guIdance and industry standards. These documents are live and WIll be updated as addItional Information
becomes avaIlable durIng the detaIled desIgn and constructIon phases. Section 4.10 of Chapter 3 (Civi
EngIneerIng) confirms that a 30% contIngency factor has been appIIed to borrow pIt volumes, Informed by the

desktop geologIcal assessment and trial pIt Investigations undertaken at the proposed borrow pIt locations.

The EIAR therefore demonstrates that the land and SOIl impIIcatIons of borrow pIt excavation and assocIated

constructIon actIVIties have been robustly assessed, that mitIgatIon and reInstatement measures are clearly
defIned, and that no SIgnIfIcant adverse effects on soil stabIIIty, draInage functIon or land quaIIty are predicted

4.15 Biodiversity and Ornithology

LImerIck CIty and County COuncIl (LCCC) raised queries in relatIon to the Information contained in Chapter 6
BiodIversity and Chapter 7 Ornithology and the Natura Impact Statement (NIS). The below text responds to the

querIes raIsed and SIgnposts the correct sectIon in the chapter where the Information is contaIned

4.15.1 Bat Surveys

LCCC raIsed a query in relatIon to the timIng of bat surveys that were undertaken for the proposed development
Surveys were undertaken between 2023 and 2024, and as such a limIted number of surveys were two years old

at the tIme of proposed development plannIng submISSIon. Refer to EIAR Chapter 6, Section 6.2.7, Table 6-5 for
survey dates. The fOllOWIng surveys were less than two years old at the tIme of submISSIon: PreIImInary Roost

Assessment (PRA) surveys (February 2024), hlbernatlon surveys (February 2024), autumn 2023 static bat detector

deployment and emergence/re-entry surveys completed in October 2023. The validity of bat survey data is based

on professIonal guidance and the bat data supplied to Inform the assessment for the proposed development IS
compIIant WIth all relevant guIdeIInes as follows

• NatureScot GuIdance (2024), pre-appIIcation surveys for specIes WIth restrIcted survey perIOds,

InclUdIng bats, remain valid for two further survey perIOds. Surveys should only be repeated if the

appIIcatIon is delayed beyond the start of a third survey perIOd, provIded no SIgnIfIcant habItat or land

use changes have occurred. Therefore, the bat survey data remains valid until AprIl 2026
CIEEM (2019): which states that the Age of Data in the range of:

' 12-18 months: remains valid unless site condItions have changed SIgnIfIcantly;

,r 18 months to 3 years: a repeat SIte walkover OR a PrelimInary Roost Assessment (PRA) is

usually requIred

Preliminary roost assessment surveys were carried out in February 2024 and updated ecology surveys were

completed in July 2025, which confIrmed habItat condItions had not changed since the orIginal bat surveys. In this

regard, survey data used for the Impact assessment remaIned vaIId and robust for the purposes of assessing the

IIkely signIficant effects on the local bat populations.

NotwIthstandIng that the data used for the Impact assessment remained vaIId, a full suIte of updated bat surveys

were undertaken in sprIng, summer and autumn of 2025 in IIne with NatureScot guIdance. As such, it is intended

that the updated 2025 survey results WIll be submitted in response to any Request for Further Information
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As inferred by the LCCC submISsion, there is no intention that post-constructIon monitoring and carcass searches

for bats would supplement data used for the Impact assessment on bats, refer to Section 6.7.1.3 for assessment

of effects on bats durIng constructIon and 6.7.2.3 for assessment of effects on bats during the operational phase

Mitigation measures for bats appropriate to the likely significant effects identified are contained in Section 6.8.1.5
and 6.8.2.3

4.15.2 AmphIbIan Survey and DraInage Ditch Habitat

LCCC raised a query in relatIon to the timing of the amphibian survey and loss of drainage ditch habitat. While
amphibian surveys were undertaken in 2023, updated habitat surveys which included a condition assessment of

drainage ditches was completed in 2025. Refer to Section 6.3.3.1.1.4 for the results of drainage ditch condition

assessment. The updated habitat surveys confirmed that habitat condItions had not changed in the intervening

period and as such the amphibian surveys undertaken in 2023 remain valid, This is in line with the Chartered

Institute of Ecology and EnvIronmental Management (CIEEM) guidance note on the lifespan on ecological reports
and surveys '. Taking a precautionary approach, the impact assessment has been undertaken assumIng drainage

ditch habItat is suItable for amphIbians, refer to Section 6.7.1.5, As noted by LCCC, mItIgatIon has been InclUded
for the provisIon of pre-works surveys to protect amphibians, including frog spawn, from habItat loss and water

quaIIty deterioration, refer to Section 6.8.1.9. LCCC also raIsed a poInt in relation to the dIstributIon of wetland

habitat enhancement within the proposed development and suitable amphibian habitat that will be recreated as

part of the HabItat and SpecIes and Management Plan, as set out in Figure 6-32 and Appendix 61. WhIle the desIgn
of the proposed development has aimed to minImised impacts, there will be draInage ditch habitat loss. However,

the overall dIstrIbutIon of draInage dItches WIthIn the proposed development and across the WIder SIte WIll not

change as drainage dItCh removal is not widespread and is concentrated to workIng areas. Refer to habitat maps

in Figure 6-13 and 6-14 for draInage ditch dIstrIbutIon FollowIng the ImplementatIon of mitigatIon, the
assessment concluded there will be no likely SIgnificant residual effects on amphibians as a result of the proposed

development, refer to Section 6.10.1.5 and Table 6-52

4.15.3 Borrow PIts

In relatIon to LCCC’s comments on the borrow pits, the two borrow pits have been fully InclUded in the impact
assessment on BIodIversity. Refer to Section 6.4 for the descrIption of the development where all aspects have

been assessed in Chapter 6, Section 6.7.1 for assessment of likely slgntflcant effects on habItats, bats, mammals,

badger and aquatIC ecology arISIng from the borrow pItS and Section 6.8.1 WhICh includes mItIgatIon measures

against any likely significant effects arising from works at the borrow pits.

4.15.4 Whooper Swan Management Plan (WSMP)

LCCC raise a query in relation to the Whooper Swan Management Plan (WSMP) attracting other waterbird species

Into the management area. DurIng baseline ornIthOlogy surveys, the Morningstar River and the assocIated
floodplain was observed to be used by a range ofwaterblrd specIes including whooper swan, grey heron and guI

specIes, refer to Section 7.3.2.3 for detaIls. The management outlined in the WSMP aims to create similar habitat

away from the turbine array area to minimise impacts on whooper swan primarily, but also on other waterbirds

that were recorded usIng such habItats. The posItionIng of the WSMP area is strategIc and has been selected
based on prior swan use, with baseIIne surveys confirmIng regular foragIng actIvity by whooper swans in the area

CIFEM (2019) GuIdance note on the llfespdn on ecologIcal reports & surveys. AprIl 2019
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Whooper swans arrIve to the feeding fIelds in a south-westerly flight dIrectIon from Lough Gur, WhICh is c. 5km

northeast of the proposed development, and depart towards Lough Gur for roostIng in a north-eastly dIrectIon.

The proposed IOcatIon of the WSMP WIll allow whooper swan to reach the proposed enhancement area WIthOUt

crossIng an array of operatIonal turbInes, ultImately reducing collisIon rISk.

The IOcatIon has also consIdered the dIsturbance dIstance for whooper swan to operatIonal turbInes. The fIelds
IIe approxImately 955 m from turbIne T3, 340 m north of T4 and 350 m southeast of Tl, dIstances WIthIn the

documented tolerance range under IOw-dIsturbance condItIons (Kearney et al., 2021). Its IOcatIon also aIIgns WIth

the southwest–northeast flight corrIdor (refer to Chapter 7, Figure 7-7) preserved through the turbIne layout
inclUdIng a 960 m gap between turbines, which was deliberately maintaIned to facIIItate safe swan movement

between Lough Gur and foragIng areas Refer to Chapter 7, SectIon 7.2.5 WhICh sets out the ratIonale for the

WSMP area and Appendix 7D for the WSMP WhICh provides detaIled JustIfIcatIon on the effIcacy of the plan

Nocturnal whooper swan actIVIty was recorded durIng baseIIne surveys over two consecutIve winter perIOds, refer

to Section 7.2.8.1.10 for survey methods and Section 7.3.2.2.2 for survey results. ThIS InformatIon has dIrectly

Informed the colIISIon rISk model (CRM) for whooper swan. Refer to Section 7.3.3 and Appendix 7C where is it
expIICItly states that

"A supplementary collisIon rISk analysIS usIng Year 3 data has been undertaken to refIne the assessment for

whooper swan. ThIS estImate IS based on several conservative assumptIons, InclUdIng that flocks observed
foragIng durIng VP surveys had commuted Into and out of the Development under cover of darkness, and thus

were not directly observed in fIIght. This assumption IS supported by bloacoustlcs data collected durIng Year 3,

WhICh detected consIstent nocturnal use of the area by whooper swans. The analysIS also Incorporated flock size

data, Inferred fIIght speeds, and known fIIght corrIdor usage

LCCC raIse a query in relatIon to other waterblrds beIng attracted Into the WSMP area and a subsequent Increased

colltslon rISk As for the above whooper swan, the WSMP area is located away from the operatIonal turbIne array

WIth other waterblrds assocIated WIth Lough Gur, transItIng waterblrds between the two wetlands will not cross
operatIonal turbInes assocIated with the proposed development

LCCC raise a poInt in relatIon to monItorIng and the focus on whooper swan. WhIle whooper swan are the target

specIes durIng construction and post-constructIon monItorIng, refer to Section 7.8 and Appendix 7C, as per
standard bIrd survey methodology, other waterblrds will be recorded although not expIICItly stated

A number of submissIons from members of the pUbIIC also raIsed querIes in relation to whooper swan that utIlise

the proposed development SIte and assocIated mItIgation measures in the proposed Whooper Swan Management

Plan (WSMP).

It is acknowledged in Chapter 7 OrnIthOlogy that there WIll be IIkely SIgnIfIcant effects on the whooper swan
populatIon that use the proposed development SIte, and that are assocIated with Lough Gur, at a local to
County/RegIonal geographIcal scale durIng the constructIon phase, refer to Section 7.6.1.2.2, and the operatlona

phase, refer to Section 7.6.2.2.2. As such, approprIate mitIgatIon has been proposed to minimise the impact
durIng both phases of the proposed development, refer to Section 7.7.2 and 7.7.3. One measure is the long-term

management of fIelds within the WSMP area. An expert in waterblrd ecology, specifIcally whooper swans, was
commISSIoned to prepare the WSM P, refer to Chapter 7, Appendix 7D, Section 2 for Statement of competency

RESPONSE

QuerIes have been raised over the proposed location and efficacy of the WSMP The WSMP has been prepared
based on baseline information collected over three winters of surveys, refer to Section 7.3.2.2.2. The enhanced

area IS contIguous to hIstorIcally used fields by whooper swan and is therefore regarded as an extensIon to theIr

foragIng area rather than a new area for them to occupy. FeasIbility of the WSMP IS further supported by the

proposed area beIng located along the swans commuting fIIght path and margInally closer to theIr Lough (,ur
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roost SIte than current feedIng fIelds at Camas South. While there is no one prevIOUS study to rely on, as stated in

Appendix 7D, Section 2, the more detaIled ratIonale to mItIgation desIgn for whooper swans at the proposed
development was drawn from a relevant study on whooper swans in relatIon to a road development at Toome,

Northern Ireland. Rather than beIng based on a single unpublished study, the academic study was itself a small

component of a suIte of mItIgation prescrIptIons for whooper swans developed by a consortium of stakeholders

including Wildfowl & Wetlands Trust (WWT), Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) and Irish Whooper
Swan Study Group (IWSSG) WIth IndIVIdual and organIsational expertIse in waterfowl ecology. The study
Incorporated basIC concepts on foraging quality and quantIty in habitat selectIon and parameters of disturbance,

WIdely reported in the scIentIfIC IIterature and dISCUSsed in Appendix 7D, Appendix B, Section B.4.3 pasture quaIIty

and Section 84.4 habItat use and dIsturbance ThIS study IS the proof of concept WhICh substanttates the proposed

WSMP. NotwithstandIng, envIronmental factors outsIde of the proposed development that may alter the
movement and behavIOur ofwhooper swans, monItoring to track the efficacy of the WSMP is proposed in Chapter

7, Section 7.8 and ratIonaIIsed in Appendix 7D, Section 7

4.15.5 NIS

LCCC raIse a poInt in relation to otter and separately on whooper swan in the context of the Natura Impact
Statement (NIS). Otter, as a QuaIIfying Interest (QI) of the Lower RIver Shannon SAC, have been adequately

assessed in the NIS, refer to Section 5 IdentIfIcatIon of PotentIal Impacts, Section 6.1 which detaIls the Lower RIver

Shannon SAC, the aIs, conservatIon obJectIves and undertakes an assessment of effects on the European SIte in
light of the CUs for which it is designated and the site specific conservation obJectives. For otter, the assessment

concluded that indirect impacts such as a fISh kIll fOllOWIng an extreme pollutIon event could have a deleterIOUS

effect on otter by redUCIng fish bIomass and prey avaIlability. and that PAHs that persist in water and sedIment at

tOXIC levels, may blomagntfy through the food web, potentIally leadIng to sub-lethal effects in otter. WhIle it was
consIdered unIIkely that the SAC otter populatIon extends as far as the proposed development (gIven a

hydrologIcal dIstance of c. 24.2 rkm), rIparIan habItat loss could reduce avaIlable terrItory, and constructIon works
may hInder habitat connectIvity. As such, approprIate mItigation measures for otter are included in the NIS, and

as noted by LCCC, thIS InclUdes pre-constructIon surveys for otter, refer to Section 6.3.1.2 and 6.3.2

In relatIon to whooper swan, as stated in the ApproprIate Assessment (AA) ScreenIng Report for the proposed

development, refer to Table 1, the whooper swan population ustng the proposed development do not form part

of the RIver Shannon and RIver Fergus EstuarIes SPA. The whooper swan populatIon are assocIated WIth Lough

Gur. No direct functIonal link has been estabIIShed between the RIver Shannon and River Fergus EstuarIes SPA

populatIon of whooper swan and those usIng Lough Gur and the proposed development, refer to Table 1 of the
AA ScreenIng report. As such, potentIal effects on whooper swan arising from the proposed development,
InclUdIng reference to the Whooper Swan Management Plan, are captured in Chapter 7 OrnIthOlogy, and not in

the AA reportIng.

4.15.6 Survey QuerIes

A number of submISSIons from members of the pUbIIC have raIsed querIes in relatIon to the adequacy of surveys
undertaken for the proposed development as detaIled in Chapter 6 BIodiversity and Chapter 7 OrnIthOlogy

Surveys undertaken for bIOdIversIty for the proposed development have followed best practIce natIonal guIdance,
where avaIlable, and, in the absence of such, have followed prevaIIIng best practIce guIdance for wind farm
developments, refer to Section 6.1.3.4 for a IISt of guIdance used. Surveys employed for the proposed
development were specIes specIfIC and consIdered the zone of Influence for ecologIcal receptors. Refer to Section

RESPONSE
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6.2.1, Table 6-2 WhICh sets out the survey area for each receptor, the ratIonale and the relevant guIdance

document, and Section 6.2.7 for survey methodology. Where any devIatIons from the methodology occurred,

these occurrences are set out in the statement of IImItations, Section 6.2.10. No IImItatIons to the robustness of

the data collected was identIfIed and where necessary a precautIonary approach was taken in the assessment.

For ornithology, best practIce guIdance used durIng surveys and in the assessment is set out in Section 7.1.3.4.

DetaIled ornithology survey methodology followed standard best practIce guIdance for bIrd surveys and wind
farm developments, as set out in Section 7.2.8.1. Where any devIatIons from the methodology occurred, these

occurrences are set out in the statement of IImitatIons, Section 7.2.10. This sectIon concluded that

“notwIthstandIng minor IImItations in access and methodology, the overall dataset is considered sufficient to
IdentIfy all sensitive ornithOlogIcal features and to support a robust and reliable assessment of potential SIgnificant

effects arising from the Development ”

The surveys undertaken for the proposed development followed best practIce, are robust and are deemed
suffICIent for Impact assessment

4.15.7 Impact Assessment QuerIes

Several responses have raIsed querIes in relatIon to the bIOdIversIty and ornIthOlogy Impact assessment

As set detaIled in Chapter 6 BIodIversIty and Chapter 7 OrnIthOlogy, the Impact assessment on both bIOdIversIty

receptors and ornIthOlogy receptors has been undertaken in IIne WIth best practIce guIdeIInes Methodology and

guIdeIInes are detaIled in Chapter 6 Section 6.2.3 and Chapter 7 Section 7.2.4 The assessment has not devIated

from the methodology WhICh has been produced by the professIonal body for EcologIsts in Ireland and the UK,
CIEEM

RESPONSE

ConsIderIng the Impact assessment, and survey methodology, follows standard best practIce and prevailing

guIdeIInes for wind farm developments, the lmpact assessment is deemed adequate for the purposes of assessIng

the potentIal effects that may arise from the proposed development

4.15.8 PotentIal Effects of the Development

Several submISSIons have raIsed querIes in relatIon to the potentIal effects of the development. SUbmissIons have

referenced some of the fOllOWIng: dIsturbance during constructIon, noise and VIbratIon, destructIon of WIldIIfe,
loss of habitat and reductlon in habItat quaIIty.

PotentIal effects as detaIled in Chapter 6 and 7 InclUde habItat loss, removal of vegetatIon, excavatIon of SOIl and

rock, loss of nestln&/roostIng/restIng places, surface water run-off, dust Impacts, IIghtIng Impacts, spread of

InvasIve specIes, constructIon of a clear-span brIdge over the Mornlngstar RIver, draInage of wetland areas and

dIsturbance and dIsplacement of fauna Refer to Chapter 6 Section 6.7 and Chapter 7 Section 7.6 for a tlst of

potentIal effects arIsing durIng the construction and operatIonal phases of the proposed development. Each

potentIal Impact IS carefully consIdered in relatIon to each individual species and receptor that has been identIfIed
as an Important EcologIcal or OrnIthOlogIcal Feature, refer to Section 6.5 and 7.4 for the latter.

RESPONSE

The loss and destruction of hedgerows have been cited in several submissions. The design of the proposed
development has aImed to minImIsed impacts on hedgerows, careful placement of access tracks and orientatIon

of hardstandlng areas has aimed to reduce hedgerow loss across the proposed development. Table 3-4 of Chapter

3 ConsIderatIon of Alternatives outIInes the desIgn evolutIon and IteratIons, whereby turbine IOcatIons and access
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track locations were altered to reduce hedgerow removal. Bat exclUSIon buffers, WhICh would typically remove all

bat habItat features within SOm of the blade tip, have been considered where hIstorIcal townland boundary

hedgerows exist and curtaIlment appIIed in these IOcatIons to mitigate agaInst colIISIon Instead of hedgerow

removal, refer to Chapter 6 Section 6.8.2.3.1.1.1. This consIdered approach has been appIIed across the proposed

development to protect hedgerows and comply WIth LimerIck Development Plan 2022-2028, refer to Section

6.7.1.2.1.2. MItIgation measures to protect hedgerows during constructIon are InclUded in Chapter 6, Section
6.8.1.4 and hedgerow enhancement and replantIng IS proposed in Section 6.8.1.11. A total of 3,970m of new and

translocated natIve hedgerow WIll be planted, resultIng in a net gaIn of c. 1,574.7m of hedgerow across the

proposed development. In addItIon, habitat enhancement InclUdes estabIIShment of pond and wetland meadows,
estabIIShment of natIve broadleaved woodland and establishment of natIve species-rich grassland. Refer to

Section 6.8.1.11, Figure 6-32 and Appendix 61 HabItat and SpecIes Management Plan

Assessment of hedgerow and habitat loss on other fauna has been assessed for bats in Chapter 6, Section
6.7.1.3.1.1, badger in Section 6.7.1.4.1.1, pIne marten in Section 6.7.1.4.1.3 and small mammals in Section
6.7.1.4.1.4. The loss of hedgerows has also been assessed for passerlnes in Chapter 7, Section 7.6.2.3.5. To protect

agaInst breeding bIrds under the WildIIfe Act, appropriate mitigatIon has been Included, refer to Section 7.7.2.1.1

With the implementation of the HabItat and SpecIes Management Plan, there will be a long term, positIve effect
on bIOdiversity.

Protected specIes have been cited in several submISsions. To note, red fox and rabbIt are not protected specIes

under IrIsh legISlatIon. The presence of red squIrrel has been CIted in several submissIons. Red squIrrel were
InclUded in the survey scope, refer to Section 6.2.7.5, however, no evidence was recorded during surveys (refer
to Section 6.3.3.3.1.4). GIven the desk study and survey results, red squIrrel was classIfIed as having Local (Lower)

ecologIcal Importance WIthIn the Study Area (refer to Section 6.5.3.2.1.4.5), and in IIne WIth guIdance, was not

brought forward Into the assessment of IIkely SIgnIfIcant effects (refer to Section 6.2.3 for assessment

methodology). For badger, evIdence of badger was recorded durIng baseline surveys, refer to Section 6.3.3.3.1.1

PotentIal effects on badgers and theIr setts have been assessed in Section 6.7.1.4.1.1 and 6.7.2.4.1.1, and
approprIate mitIgatIon measures are set in Section 6.8.1.6

4.15.9 ColIIsIon RIsk

A number of submISsions raIse querIes in relatIon to colIISIons of bats and bIrds WIth the operatIonal turbInes

RESPONSE

For bIrds, fOllOWIng NatureScot guIdance + it IS a requIrement for an onshore wind farm to "InclUde a quantItatIve

estimate of collision rISk for all btrd species present on the site for WhICh the level of risk has the potential to be
Important " Chapter 7, Appendix 7C InclUdes the colIISIon rISk model (CRM) for the proposed development based

on the data collected during two years of ornithological surveys. The CRM has appIIed the latest model from
NatureScot i and has used the most up-to-date avoIdance rates avaIlable'’. The results of the CRM are consIdered

in the Impact assessment for species that were assessed to be Important OrnIthOlogIcal Features (refer to Section

7.6.2.2) in summary, the CRM output dId not IdentIfy any specIes where colIISIon over the IIfetIme of the project

t SCOttISh Ndtural HerItage (2024) GuIdance on usIng an updated colIISIon rISk model to dssess bird colIISIon rISk at onshore
WInd tdrms

NatureScot ( P024) GuIdance on usIng an updated colIISIon rISk model to assess bIrd colIISIon rISk at onshore WInd farnIS

' SCOttISh Ndtural HerItage {2018) AvoIdance rates for the onshore SNH WInd fdrm colIISIon rISk model
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(35 years) was consIdered to be SIgnIfIcant and would result in mortaIIty rates that are greater than 1% of the

natIonal populatIon.

For bats, collision risk IS assessed on a number of features IncludIng the scale of the development, habitats

present, and the fIIght characteristics and vulnerabIIIty of Irish specIes. Refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.2.7.4.1.7 for

methodology. For the assessment of colIISIon on bats refer to Section 6.7.2.3.1.1 and for mItigatIon to mInImise

the potential effect of collisIon on bats refer to Section 6.8.2.3.1.1. When considering the detaIled, SIte-specIfIC

mItigatIon proposed InclUdIng the ImplementatIon of bat exclUSIon buffers to exclude bat habitat features from

withIn the collision rISk area, feathering of blades to stop or slow turbine rotation at low wind speeds and
CUrtaIlment for species that fly at heIght in open habItats, no SIgnIficant residual effects on bats has been

predIcted Refer to Section 6.10.2.1.1.1 for resIdUal effects from COlIISIon and barotrauma and Section 6.11. Table

6-52 for a summary of potentIal effects

4.15.10 MItIgatIon Measures

A number of submISSIons raIse querIes in relatIon to proposed mltlgatlon measures

RESPONSE

MItIgatIon measures set out in Section 6.8 and Section 7.7 of the respectIve BIodIversIty and OrnIthOlogy chapters,

are approprIate to mItIgate the potentIal SIgnIfIcant effects IdentIfIed durIng the assessment. The mItIgatIon
measures capture a suIte of trIed and tested standard best practice procedures and SIte-specIfIC measures to

mInImIse impacts Standard best practIce measures InclUde those that follow guIdance documents produced by

ConstructIon Industry Research and InformatIon AssocIatIon (CIRIA), Inland FIsherIes Ireland (IFI), Transport

Infrastructure Ireland (TII, formerly NRA), BrItIsh Standards InstItutIon (BSI), Bat ConservatIon Trust (BCT) and

others

As part of the Impact assessment, an assessment of resIdual effects is completed to account for the Impact
fOllOWIng the appIIcation of the mItIgatIon measures. The post-mItIgatIon potentIal effects, I.e. resIdual effects,
are contaIned in Section 6.10 and summarIsed in Section 6.11 of the bIOdIversity chapter in the OrnIthOlogy
chapter, refer to Section 7.9 for the resIdual effects and summarIsed in Section 7.10 There WIll be no SIgnIfIcant,

negatIve, resIdual effects as a result of the proposed development

4.16 Other Topics

Objections were raIsed regardIng the proxImIty to an exIstIng Gas Network Ireland (GNI) pIpeIIne. Examples of the

querIes are
’The rISk of a major accIdent and dIsaster to GNI plpellne. CreatIng an unacceptable rISk to resIdents.

4.16.1 ProxImIty to Gas LIne

RIsk of Impact to the GNI pIpeIIne in the area. ProxImIty to CrItIcal Infrastructure (major gas transmISSIon
pIpeIIne)" and “Concerns over nearby gas pIpeIIne and rISk of damage durIng excavation or VIbratIon Impacts."

The access track layout for the proposed development crosses an existing Gas Network Ireland (GNI) transmission

pIpeIIne at three (3 No.) IOcatIons. GNI have been consulted durIng the desIgn process of the WInd farm in relation

to the access track layout, crossIng the transmISSIon pIpeIIne and setback dIstance of the turbInes from the

RESPONSE
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transmISsion pIpeline. As part of the project design the requirements for protectIng the pipeline have been
adhered to

Appendix 4L of the El AR contaIns an electrIcal Interference assessment relatIng to potentIal Interference from

electrical cables to be installed as part of the proposed development and burIed gas pipelines. Under both normal

and fault conditIons there are no safety risks to the pIpeline, general pUbIIC or IIvestock

In response to the querIes raIsed, it is noted that the proxImIty of the GNI pIpeIIne has been approprIately assessed

in Section 4.15 of Chapter 4 CIVIl Engineering of the EIAR and no SIgnIfIcant rISk IS present to the pIpeIIne, general

pubIIC or IIvestock

4.16.2 AvIatIon & Teleoommunlcatlons

Local resIdents have raised queries regardIng the Impact of the proposed development on phone reception and
broadband services. There were also querIes raised in relation to the necessity of the Emergency Rescue

HeIIcopter ServIce to avoId so many turbines in the air space, partICUlarly when transferrIng patIents from UHL

(UnIversity Hospital LimerIck) to Cork, There is a major new Trama UnIt proposed for Cork but not for LImerIck,

which would necessitate emergency transfer of seriously injured patIents to Cork. The submISSIons outIIne that
delays in transfer due to avoIdIng the multItude of turbInes could pose a rISk to Health and Safety where mInutes
could make the dIfference between IIfe and death

Appendix 17B of the El AR contaIns a Telecoms Impact Assessment WhICh contaIns fIeld and desktop surveys to

determIne telecommunicatIons network Infrastructure that could be impacted by the proposed development

ConsultatIons WIth telecom operators were also undertaken to assIst in identIfyIng network Infrastructure that

could be impacted by the proposed WInd farm. As per Chapter 17, the proposed development IS unIIkely to

Interfere WIth exIstIng radIO IInks or telecommunIcatIon services. In the unIIkely event of any Impacts, mItIgatIon
measures are contaIned in Section 17.5.4

RESPONSE

The applicant notes the submISSIon in relatIon to air ambulance services in Ireland WhICh IS known as the
Emergency Aeromedtcal ServIce (EAS). The EAS crew (WhICh InclUde NatIonal Ambulance ServIce (NAS)

paramedICS) deal wtth time-critIcal emergency callouts to major emergencIes such as road collisIons and urgent
medical events. The EAS currently operate two aIr ambulance heIICopters operatIng from two bases

2. Rathcoole Aerodrome, Rathcoole, Matlow, Co Cork. (Operated by PrIvate Company (Gulf Med AvIatIon

ServIces) )

1. Custume Barracks, Athlone, Co Westmeath. (Operated by IAC)

The helicopter borne emergency air ambulances consIst of an AIr Corps operated aIrcraft based at Custume
Barracks in Athlone and a commercIally operated aIrcraft located at Rathcoole Aerodrome in North County Cork

The nearest EAS base to the proposed development IS the base in Mallow, The proposed development would not

have any Impact on take-off or approach procedures Into eIther of the bases,

In the event of a plannIng consent beIng granted, the turbIne IOcatIons would be submItted to the IrIsh AvIatIon

Authority (IAA) and aviation charts and GNSS databases would be updated accordIngly. EAS heIICopters would
also be fItted WIth GNSS systems WhICh would clearly IdentIfy any potentIal obJects in the operatIonal area (e.g

WInd turbInes). AvIatIon IIghtIng on the turbInes that would act as a VIsual aId in night-time flying. In the event of

an emergency pICk-UP in the VIcinIty of the proposed development I e where a meeting point is agreed between

ground-based and aIr-based ambulance services, it should be noted that the proposed development SIte is located

in prIvate lands, WIthOUt pUbIIC access.
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WIth respect to the aIrspace, the fOotprInt of the proposed WInd farm development is small and any fIIght

dIversIons of EAS operatIons WIthIn the vicInIty would not have an Impact, as the consented turbines would be

fitted WIth aeronautical IIghtIng in the event of a plannIng consent beIng granted the appIIcant agrees to a

condItIon to agree the lighting of the proposed wind turbines WIth the IAA in the interest of avIation safe-guarding
as the proposed development may be considered as an obstacle. This aeronautical obstacle warning light scheme

would aid aviatIon, inclUdIng the air ambulance service flights transferrIng patIents from UnIversity Hospital
LImerick to Cork

The appIIcant notes that the IIghtIng requirements should be in accordance with Chapter Q – Visual Aids for

denotIng Obstacles; CS ADR DSN Q.851 and GM ADR,DSN Q 851 (Pages 729/730) of the EASA Easy Access Rules
for Aerodromes (Reg (EU) No 139/2014) where it states: “AppIIcabIIIty. When consIdered as an obstacle a WInd

turbIne should be marked and/or IIghted. The appIIcant would provIde as-construaed coordInates in WGS-84
format together WIth ground (AOD in meters), and tIP heIght elevatIons at each WInd turbIne location

ThIS InformatIon would Inform for these reasons that turbInes at the proposed WInd farm should have no Impact
on EAS operatIons
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5. Conclusion

All Items raIsed in the observations have been revIewed and Ballnlee Green Energy LImIted are satisfIed that al

have been suitably addressed in the EIAR submitted as part of the plannIng appIIcation. This response document

provIdes addItIonal clarIfIcatIon to partICUlar Items raIsed in the observatIons

The appIIcant has clearly demonstrated that the issues raIsed in the observatIons have been revIewed and

addressed in the EIAF\, NIS and assocIated plannIng documentation

Furthermore, the El AR and NIS submItted WIth the plannIng application clearly demonstrate that the proposed

development will not have a significant negatIve effect on the envIronment, nor will it adversely affect the

IntegrIty of any European SItes alone or in combinatIon with other plans or projects, in IIght of their conservatIon
obJectIves

Having regard to the energy targets set out in The Climate ActIon Plan 2025, The CIImate Action and Low Carbon

Development Act, local and regIonal planning pOIICy and guIdance, it is ImperatIve that renewable energy
developments WhICh are in accordance WIth proper planning and sustaInable development, such as the proposed

development, are gIven consent.

There has been a slgnlflcant strengthening and enhancement of Government POIICy in the form of the First

RevISIon to the NatIonal PlannIng Framework (NPF) pubIIShed in April 2025 and at European level. ThIS underIInes

the seriousness of the European UnIon and Government’s commItment to the ongoIng cIImate emergency, which

is an urgent IrIsh natIonal and UnIon prIorIty that must be given SIgnIficant weight based on natIonal and
InternatIonal poIICIes.

The proposed development is a posItive addItIon to the local communIty which would adhere to the relevant

plannIng requIrements. It would also contrIbute towards meetIng the urgent needs of increased renewable

energy generatIon. Therefore, the appIIcant would respectfully request that ACP grant permISsion for the

proposed development,
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